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1. Introduction 


in ats terns of EES SS the Commission of Inquiry into the 
Marketing of Beéf is charged with "examining the price setting mechanisms 
a all beef and veal sold in Canada ..... and reporting on the overall 
effectiveness of the marketing system." This paper reports on research 
dealing with beef retailing, the final stage in this marketing system. 


Particular emphasis is devoted to two aspects of beef retailing -- news- 
paper advertising and pricing. 


Objectives 


The general objective of this research is to analyze the beef 
pricing and newspaper advertising practices of Toronto supermarkets. More 
specific objectives are: 


Advertising 


1. determine the magnitude of beef advertising in Canada and 
assess the "reasonableness" of this level of expenditure; 


2. determine the allocation of beef advertising expenditures 
among various media such as newspapers, radio and TV, and 
in-store displays; 


3. measure the expenditures on newspaper advertising for beef 
in relationship to newspaper advertising for other meat 
products; 


4. compare newspaper advertising levels for beef and other meat 
products in five major Canadian food chains; 


5. analyze the competitive aspects of newspaper advertising in 
the FOronno: Marken, 


6. examine seasonal differences in beef advertising; 
7. determine differences among food chains in the regular and 


the advertised specials for similar beef cuts in the same 
time period, and 


8. examine food chain advertising practices of all meat products 
in Vancouver, Calgary, and Montreal as a test for the rep- 
resentativeness of the Toronto market. 


Proeine 


J determine the aggregate price Level for beef products in 


io 


Torontoe over the period January LOC Lhrotupsh Mai  TO°( os 


oe eynmine dif ferenecd to aeeregatle beef priced tmone Toronbo 


food Canis 


3. compare primal and cut price levels among Toronto food chéins; 


4, measure the extent of individual cut price variation over 
time; 


5. determine the relationship among food chains in price changes 
for carcasses, primals and individual cuts, and 


6. analyze retailer's pricing behaviour for beef with particular 
reference to the effects of carcass price changes, advertised 
specials, and seasonal influences. 


Beef Sales 
1. measure retail beef sales by chain in the Toronto market, and 


2. measure the impact of changes in price and newspaper adver- 
tising by individual stores and their competitors on aggregate 
and individual beef cut sales. 


Research Scope 


The problem of beef pricing and advertising at the retail level 
is very broad and impossiblé to study fully in one small research project. 
As a result, this problem must be narrowed down to workable proportions 
before meaningful research can be performed. This, of course, means that 
certain aspects of the problem area will be neglected while others are 
studied in considerable detail. However, it tis only through making this 
kind of a trade-off that any real understanding of the nature and function- 
ing of the retailing system for beef can be achieved. 


Because of the restrictions in budget, time and data, several 
trade-offs of the type mentioned above were made in formulating the design 
of this research. Among these, the most important was the decision to 
concentrate on a detailed analysis of the Toronto market instead of analyz- 
ing additional markets in a more perfunctory manner. Although this decision 
restricts the applicability of the results, it also increases the likelihood 
of producing meaningful conclusions for at least one market area. Moreover, 
by performing some analysis on other market centres a partial assessment 
of the representativeness of the Toronto results can be made. 


A second important trade-off was the decision to approach the 
problem from a quantitative as opposed to a behavioural point of view. 
The implication of this decision is that many of the important psychological 
and sociological aspects of advertising and consumption of food products 
have been ignored in this research. Although these general factors are 
extremely important in understanding long run trends in the role and 
effectiveness of advertising and pricing in meat consumption, over fairly 
short periods of time they tend to remain relatively constant. Therefore, 
because of the short run perspective of this research, the exclusion of these 


factors may not be a serious problem in achieving the objectives of this 
Awe, 


structure of Report 


This report consists of five major chapters, each containing 
several sections. This first chapter has discussed the objectives and 
scope of the total project. The second -chapter describes the procedures 
and results of an in-depth analysis of beef advertising, while the third 
chapter concentrates on a statistical analysis of beef pricing. In the 
fourth chapter, major attention is focused on estimating retail level 
demand functions for beef. Finally, the fifth chapter summarizes the 
results and major conclusions of the research. In addition to discussing 
procedures and results each chapter also discusses the data and data 
sources used in the analysis. 


2. ADVERTISING ANALYSIS 


This chapter describes the results of an intensive analysis of 
beef advertising in the Metropolitan Toronto market. Because of budget, 
time and data restrictions this analysis concentrates on beef advertising 
lal newspapers. Other forms of advertising such as radio and television, 
in-store displays, and other types of printed media are considered in much 
ace detail. These other types of advertising are usually oriented more 
toward building general corporate image over long periods of time than 

promoting specific products, therefore, it is not felt that their absence 
will significantly affect the analysis. 


This chapter consists of five major sections. The first section 
explains in detail the data sources and data gathering procedures used in 
the study. The second section contains a discussion of total beef adver- 
tising, while the third section explores beef advertising in relation to 
that of other meats. The fourth section gives a detailed analysis of the 
beef advertising data from the Toronto market. Pins kiy . une 2225 
section is devoted to a consideration of the results of a similar analysis 
of data collected from Vancouver, Calgary and Montreal. 


Data Sources 


The advertising data for the Toronto market was collected by 
means of a detailed audit of food advertisements in the Toronto Star for 
the period January 1974 through June 1975 for five major food chains. 
The information collected in this audit consisted of the following: 


- date 

_ size of food ad 

- chain name 

= total number of advertised items 
- number of beef items 

—~ number of pork items 

~ number of poultry items 

- number of veal items 

of lamb items 

er of processed meat items 

_ the advertised prices for 37 individual beef cuts. 


lite 


All of this information was recorded on coded data collection forms from 
microfilmed copies of the newspapers and then keypyunched for subsequent 
computer analysis. Since most of the recording was performed by one 
trained clerk, any biases arising from differences in interpretation or 
classification should be minimal. 


Every effort was made to eliminate or reduce the possibility 
of errors occurring in the data collection process. As a result, a great 
deal of planning went into this aspect of the overall project. Very early 
in the planning it became evident that the greatest problem associated with 
collecting advertising information of this type was with terminology. It 
was found that all meat cuts, and particularly beef cuts, have several 
different names, all of which describe the same basic piece of meat. 
In addition, there is a problem of determining if the cut has the bone 
left in, part of the bone removed, or all of the bone removed (boneless). 
To solve these problems it was decided to randomly sample 10 papers, and 
from each paper record the verbatim description of all beef items mentioned 
in any ad. From this a detailed list of specific beef cuts and the relative 
frequency with which these were featured was developed. The final list of 
37 cuts was then selected from this preliminary list based on the frequency 
with which each cut had been included in the sampled advertisements. The 
final list did not contain all of the beef items that were featured at one 
time or another during the 18-month period; however, it accounted for 
approximately 90 percent of these items and hence was very adequate for this 
project. 


In addition to collecting detailed advertising information on 
the Toronto market, some information was also collected for Vancouver,. 
Calgary and Montreal. The information recorded for these markets consisted 
of the total number of advertised items, and the number of beef, pork, 
poultry, veal, lamb and processed meat items. No price data were obtained 
for these markets. The collection of this additional information was carried 
out by Market Facts of Toronto. The papers audited for these cities were 
The Vancouver Sun, The Calgary Herald and La Presse. Information was 
collected for four chains in Vancouver and Calgary and for six chains 
in Montreal. 


Total Beef Advertising 


As a first step in the analysis of beef advertising an attempt 
was made to determine the magnitude of this expenditure in relation to total 
beef sales. Datafor this analysis were proved by the Commission's survey 
of retailers! as well as by the newspaper audit. 


The Commission questionnaire was sent to the major food chains in 
10 metropolitan centres of Canada. 


eee ss the Commission's survey of retailers, data was collected on 
our eet sales and total advertising expenditures for all of the major 
Supermarket chains in Canada. No specific information was collected on 
ats advertising expenditures since it was felt that the rétailers would 
aoe be able to provide this type of detailed information. However, using 
the retailer's estimate of total advertising expenditure, a procedure 
was developed to make an approximate estimate of the proportion Of tiie 
sum devoted to beef. This was done by using the data from the newspaper 
audit to calculate the proportion of newspaper advertising allocated to 
beef and then multiplying this proportion by total advertising expen- 
ditures,. This estimate of beef advertising was then divided by total beef 
Sales to give a measure of beef advertising as a percent of sales. 


i These estimates are shown for 12 Canadian supermarket chains in 
Table 1. The overall average beef advertising ratio was calculated to be 
1.1 percent with a haeh of ue percent and a low of 0.2 percent. 


a) In order to evaluate the "reasonableness" of the beef advertising 
ratio 1t was necessary to compare this estimate with similar measures from 
other industries. Data for this comparison are provided in Table 2 which 
shows advertising ratios from selected manufacturing and retailing industries. 
The most direct comparisons can be made with other retailing establishments 
Such as grocery stores, meat markets, department stores and furniture 
stores. These comparisons show that the beef advertising ratio is approx- 
imately the same as the advertising ratios for grocery stores and meat 
markets, but considerably lower than the ratio for department stores and 
furniture stores. Thus, in terms of other products, it appears that the level 
of beef advertising is very much in line. 


The data from the Commission's survey of retailers was also used 
to calculate the percentage allocation of total advertising dollars among 
several media. The average allocations for 197 were: 


Newspapers 62 percent 
Radio and TV 16 percent 
Handbills 9 percent 
In-store Displays 5 percent 
Other { percent 


By far, the largest percentage was devoted to newspaper advertising. This 
is an important result since it supports the basic decision made in this 
research to concentrate the analysis on advertising in this media. 


Beef Advertising in Relation to Other Meats 


In the newspaper audit for the Toronto market, information was 
collected on the total number of beef, pork, poultry, lamb, veal and 
processed meat items advertised by each chain. Figure 1 summarized the 


average number of these items advertised each week for each of the 18 months 
included in the advertising audit. For example, this figure shows that in 
January of 1974 an average of 5.4 processed meat items were advertised per 


. a ¢ ° > < aa , r. \ i 
week by each chain of well as i.8 pork items, 3.8 beef items, Po poultry 


| Lems , 0.2 lamb itema and no veal terme. This Pigure plrto mhowr Lhe, the 


Table 1: Beef Advertising in Newspapers, by Retail Food Chains , 
as a Percent of Beef Sales, Canada, 1974 


< : A ie eee 
Retail Chain Location Beef Advertising as 
a Percent of Sales 


A Halifax es 
B Halifax Ore 
C Montreal 0.9 
D Montreal Owe 
Ih Toronto EES 
F Toronto ace 
G Toronto , 0.6 
H Toronto Le 
£ Toronto Oat 
J Toronto G.2 
K Kitchener 0.2 
L London pe! 
M London eS 
N London 0.8 
O London 0.4 
ls Thunder Bay Ok 
Q Winnipeg 0 
R Alberta 0.9 
1.1, Overadl 


SET ee SS ee ee Ata see ET Die De Pee 


Obtained by multiplying total advertising by 8 percent which is the 


percentage of total newspaper advertising in Toronto allocated to 
beef products. 


Source: Commission survey 


Table 2: Sélécted Advertising Ratios, 1965 
PR eh en a ee ee a) ee ee ee 


Ratio of Advertising 
Industry to Sales 


Manufacturing: 


Tobacco Sys 
Leather 0.90 
Clothing OM, 
Furniture sce 
Machinery 0.84 
Chemicals 8,05 
Food and beverage 2.03 

Meat processors 0.39 

Breakfast cereal Meee te 

Dairy products 0.65 

Bakery products B2o8 

Beverages SS: 

Retailing: 

Grocery stores eS 
Meat markets ode 
Department stores S.09 
Furniture stores ee 


Source: Statistics Canada. Advertising Expenditures in Canada, 
1965, Cat. No. 63-216. 


=o 


number of weekly processed meat items advertised by each chain was far 
greater than any other meat product in all months except February and.March 
1974. The importance of beef and pork advertising is second only to pro- 
cessed meats. The average number of pork advertisements per week was 
found to be greater than the average number of beef advertisements in 
eight of the 18 months, while the opposite situation prevailed in the 
remaining 10 months. Following beef and pork in importance are poultry 
items which tended to be fairly stable in a range of two to four adver- 
tisements per week during the entire period. Finally, of least importance 
are veal and lamb items which were advertised very infrequently. 


Figure 1 also shows considerable month-to-month variation in 
the number of advertisements for meat products with the exception of poultry. 
This variation is particularly pronounced for beef and pork products. 

In the case of beef, this analysis shows that the lowest number of adver- 
tisements per week (2.0) occurred in August 1974, while the greatest number 
(8.6) appeared in February 1975. In general, beef advertising was fairly 
stable throughout 1974, but increased dramatically in January 1975. For 
pork, the analysis shows that the lowest number of advertisements per week 
(2.4) occurred in January 1975, while the greatest number (6.8) appeared 

in February 1974. Overall, pork advertising was high in the winter of 
1974, declined throughout the spring, summer and fall, and then increased 
again during the winter of 1975. 


While poultry advertising did not show a great deal of month- 
to-month variation, it is interesting to observe the pattern that is 
present. Since poultry products, and particularly turkeys, are usually 
considered holiday items, one might expect to see some increase in ad- 
vertising for these products during months in which major holidays occur. 
Indeed, reference to Figure 1 indicates that this is the case. The two 
peaks in April 1974 and March 1975 correspond to the Easter holiday in these 
two years, while the peak in December 1974 obviously is associated with 
Christmas. 


The large increase in beef advertising during the winter months 
of 1975 1s significant and deserves further consideration. In an attempt 
to determine why this increase occurred, it was decided to compare the 
average weekly advertising of beef items to the average retail prices for 
these same items. The results of this analysis are shown in Figure 2 
and clearly demonstrate the relationship between these two variables. 
Although not perfect, an indirect relationship obviously exists between 
retail prices and number of advertisements for beef items. Apparently 
this is due to the increased supplies of beef on the market at the time 
of lower prices, hence the opportunity for retailers to "special" beef 
and thereby move these larger quantities. This is partially accomplished 
by increasing the advertising of beef items. 


A more detailed examination of this data was undertaken by com- 
puting the average number of meat items advertised per week by each of 
the Toronto chains. Results of this analysis are shown in Table 3. 
These results show that there are considerable differences in terms of 
the extent to which the chains advertise different meat products. For 


FIGURE 1 
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FIGURE 2 


Comparison of Number of Weekly Beef Ads with Average 
Retali Beef Prices, Toronto, 1974 -75 
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Table 3: Number of Advertised Meat Items by Chain by Type of Meat, 
‘Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975 ae 
Average Number of Items per Week 
AVandyP Dominion Loblaws Miracle Food City 

Beef Dee S20 6.5 O23 2G 
Pork bite ey 6.0 Des eas 
Poultry eae 223 2.6 oy 2.0 
Veal - Gd - BPG! One 
Lamb ec! 023 On C.F 0.2 
Processed Meats 6.3 9-2 Gal 8.3 oe 

Total Suk aay ave 26.0 “Be 
Source: Commission Survey 
Table 4: Advertising Expenditures by Chain and by Type of Meat, 

Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975 
Average Advertising Expenditures per Week 
A and P Dominion Loblaws Miracle Food City 

Beef $492 ‘Sob $945 $565 $273 
Pork Ung 598 B45 433 270 
Poultry 21h 286 352 399 106 
Veal 2 % 2 Le 16 
Lamb 30 ho 60 59 18 
Processed Meats ye: 1227 1134 778 cera 

otal $1761 «$2069 $3338 «$0352 $1016 
Source: Commission Estimates 


= Wes 


Bee Ces in the case of beef, Loblaws, Miracle Food Mart and A and P are 
feats advertisers while Dominion and Food City advertise at a much lower 
oe This eae pattern holds true for pork with the exception that 

aoe P advertises slightly more heavily than Miracle Food Mart. For 
CUS Ey >. Lhe Toronto leader in advertising is Miracle Food Mart by a 
substantial margin. Grouped very closely in second place Hyde Ree 
A and P and Dominion, followed at a considerable distance by Food Sia 
None of the five chains advertised veal and lamb products very heavily: 
however, Miracle Food Mart did devote substantially more advertising caer 
to these products than did the other chains. Finally, Dominion was found 
to allocate the most space to processed meat prcducts, followed closely by 


ape Food Mart and Loblaws, and at some distance by A and P and Food 
wea a By 


In addition to calculating the average number of advertised items, 
the average advertising expenditures for each chain were also computed for 
each of the Six meat products. To determine advertising expenditures the 
proportion of each ad devoted to any product was calculated by dividing 
the number of items advertised in that product class by the total number 
of items advertised. These proportions were then multiplied by the total 
cost of the ad to determine the cost to be allocated to each product. The 
total cost of the ad was calculated by multiplying the number of pages in 
the ad by $4,300, the approximate page cost during 1974 in the Toronto Star. 


The advertising expenditures reported in Table 4 show that the 
average chain spent slightly more than $2,200 a week on meat advertising 
and approximately $550 a week on beef advertising during the 18-month 
period under consideration. Expenditures for beef advertising varied 
from a high of $965 a week for Loblaws to a low of $273 a week for Food 
City. Although the number of beef items advertised by Loblaws is not that 
much greater than that of any other chain, their advertising expenditures 
are substantially higher. This is because Loblaws followed a practice in 
their advertising of featuring a small number of items in a relatively 
large space. As a result, their cost per item and total advertising expen- 
ditures are substantially higher than those of any other chain. 


The advertising data was examined in more detail by comparing 
monthly changes in the average number of advertised items by individual 
chains over the 18-month period. Results of this more detailed analysis 
are shown in tabular form for each of the six major meat products in 
Appendix Table A.1. through A.G.., and im Graphical form fom beet an 
Figure 3. 


The data for beef products shows a rather erratic pattern over the 
18 months, particularly for the period November 1072 throucy Apri 1°. 
Prior to this, some month- to-month changes had been observed, but 
certainly none of the same magnitude. As noted earlier, this latter 
period was one of rather substantial changes in the average level of 
retail beef prices. This probably explains much of the variation observed 
in advertising allocations by the individual chains. 


Se 


FIGURE 3 | 
Average Number of Weekly Beef Ads by Chain 
Toronto, 1974-75 
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Detailed Analysis of Beef Advertising 


In addition to collecting advertising information on the six 
major meat categories, the Toronto newspaper audit also collected more 
detailed data on 37 individual beef cuts. This section discusses the re- 
Sults of this detailed information. 


Table 5 shows the total number of ads and the number of ads by 
chain for each of the 37 beef cuts. In terms of the total number of 
advertisements, this table shows that there are considerable differences 
in the extent to which the individual beef cuts are advertised; that is, 
certain beef cuts tend to be heavily advertised while others receive 
very little, if any, advertising by the major chains. Those cuts which 
received major advertising emphasis during the 18 months covered by the 
audit were: 


Chuck Roasts (all types) 187 ads 
Hamburger Patties (frozen) 1h2 ads 
Short Rib Roasts (all types) 134 ads 
Chuck Steaks 110 ads 
Prime Rib Roasts (all types) 101 ads 
Mineed Beef 87 ads 
Rib Steaks 85 ads 
Beef Steakettes (frozen) 70 ads 
Stewing Beef 68 ads 
Beef Liver 68 ads 


On the other hand,several other cuts, particularly eye of round roast, 
flank steak, point brisket and shank centre received virtually no advertis-— 
ing during this period. The roast category as a whole received the highest 
advertising allocation with 630 ads, followed by the other beef category 
With 532 ads and the steaks with 520 ads. 


In addition to showing the total number of advertisements for each 
of the beef cuts, Table 5 also shows the manner in which these advertisements 
were distributed among the five chains. Here too we see considerable 
variation in the extent to which the chains feature certain cuts of beef 
in their advertising. 


The interesting feature of Table 5 is the degree to which chains 
tend to concentrate their advertising on certain cuts. An analysis of the 
information in this table shows that one chain accounts for 50 percent or 
mone of the advertising for 13 out of the 37 cuts. These euus angie 
leading advertiser for each are: 


=the 


Table 5. Number of Ads by Chain and by Beef Cut, Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975 


Total 
Ads A _and P Dominion Loblaws Miracle Food City 


Boxtom Round Roast 36 5 14 12 = 3, 
Cross Rib Roast 50 9 16 2 10 pie) 
Eye of Round Roast 2 = ~ - 2 ee 
Point Sirloin Roast oy 3 2 5 - 3 
Prime Rib Roast (1-5 ribs) cy 4 6 7 ee 3 
Prime Rib Roast (6-7 ribs) 69 ah 2 11 49 6 
Rump Roast (bone in) 35 iz i) 6 6 qi! 
Rump Roast (boneless) 9 5 2 Z - = 
Short Rib Roast (all bones in) 57 6 5 23 29 4 
Short Rib Roast (blade bone out 40 10 1 1 18 10 
Short Rib Roast (boneless) 37) 36 - 1 = = 
Chuck Roast (all bones in) 15 4 a | ab = 
Chuck Roast (blade bone out) 62 16 rh 6 20 13 
Chuck Roast (boneless) 104 34 3 40 Pit f = 
Top Round Roast 10 4 1 4 = 1 
Round Bone Shoulder Roast 61 ee 2 7 26 14 
Flank Steak 4 2 2 - = —_ 
Porterhouse Steak 43 2 P2 19 4 9 
Rib Steak 85 nis ail subst 36 10 
Sirloin Steak 42 2 6 20 10 4 
Sirloin Point Steak 12 5 - 7 - oa 
Wing Steak 30 - 11 Bl oS 8 
Cube Steak 59 5 - 49 2 z 
Chuck Steak 110 29 23 29 23 4 
Round Steak 43 5 17 14 1 6 
Beef Steakettes 70 28 23 5 72) 2 
Round Bone Shoulder Steak 22 4 - 1 16 al 
Point Brisket : 6 al 2 iy at 1 
Flate Brisket 36 i 7 Z 25 al, 
Shank Centre 5 3 ~ 2 - = 
Stewing Beef 68 2 6 aie - 6 
Minced Beef 87 5 iby} 28 18 7S 
Minced Chuck qa 26 7 Bi - 2 
Minced Round 11 3 - 6 - 2 
Hamburger Patties 142 Sy 37 16 45 gh, 
Beef Liver 68 67 8 het 14 6 
Beef Braising Ribs 38 4 4 6 20 4 
Total Beef Ads 1,678 368 278 431 424 UGG] 


Source: Commission Survey 


Eye of Round Roast Miracle 
Prime Rib Roast (6~7 ribs) Miracle 
Rump Roast (boneless) A and P 
Short Rib Roast (all bones chia) Miracle 
Short Rib Roast (boneless) A and P 
Sirloin Point Steak Loblaws 
Cube Steak Loblaws 
Round Bone Shoulder Steak Miracle 
Plate Brisket Miracle 
Stewing Beef Loblaws 
Minced Chuck Loblaws 
Minced Round Loblaws 
Beef Braising Ribs Miracle 


Further analysis shows that if the percentage of advertising accounted 
for by one chain is reduced to ho percent, the number of cuts affected 
increases to 30. ‘Thus there are only seven cuts Out OF the 37 
considered for which advertising is distrubuted fairl y evenly across, ais 
of the chains. This result seems to indicate that in most cases) chains 
do not tend to compete directly with each other by advertising the same 
eu On Beh but rather each chain has certain cuts which they tend to 
"special " ee ontins while ignoring others. 


An attempt was also made in this research to examine seasonal 
influences in beef advertising. The objective of this analysis was to 
determine the extent and pattern of any seasonal effect on the advertis-— 
ing of the 37 individual beef cuts identified for detailed analysis. 


The data in Table 6 shows the seasonal indices for each of the 


® 
beer cuts in each of thé six quarters from January 1974 through June 1975. 


= The following procedure was developed and used: 
yi = Xs aS sO nea 
Bi 
= 
iJ 
1=1 
Y:-: aces lee wot 
ee ES a 
JJ 6 
Ss a 
plage ora 
j=l 
where: x.. = the number of advertisements for cut i in quarter j 
iJ 
y.. == the proportion of advertisements for cut 1 in quarter J 
*d relative to the total number of beef ads in quarter Jj 


s,. «= the seasonal index for cut 1 in quarter J 


3 6= 


Table 6: Seasonal Pattern of Beef Advertising by Individual Cut by five major Food 
Chains, Toronto January, 1974 to June, 1975. 


Boe ee ee eee 
No. of Beef Ads 


Beef Cut Winter Spring Summer Fall Winter Spring Total 
1974 1974 1974 1974 1975 1975 Ads 
oe ee ee 
Bottom Round Roast 82 52 76 103 134 154 36 
Cross Rib Roast 58 136 54 103 114 132 50 
Eye of Round Roast Se = - 122 78 - 2 
Point Sirloin Roast = = - WS) 118 108 pel 
Prime Rib Roast (1-5 ribs} 260 73 80 44 127 16 32 
Prime Rib Roast (6-7 ribs) 124 87 76 114 E22 77 69 
Rump Roast (bone in) 245 42 - 66 7S 73 35 
Rump Roast (boneless) - - 55 59 195 89 9 
Short Rib Roast (all bones in) 75 160 129 Sub 90 94 57 
Short Rib Roast (blade bone out) 30 75 - 136 116 144 40 
Short Rib Roast (boneless) 20 146 160 97 62 195 37 
Chuck Roast (all bones in) 36 = - 36 216 110 LS 
Chuck Roast (blade pone cut) 36 92 56 122 ily 136 62 
Chuck Roast (boneless) 66 150 141 126 38 78 104 
Top Round Roast . = 46 = 55 2a5 83 10 
Round Bone Shoulder Roast 78 Psi 135 78 43 jbsis' 61 
Flank Steak 100 - - - 128 74 4 
Porterhouse Steak 222 81 29 168 103 35) 43 
Rib Steak 153 82 120 98 68 78 85 
Sirloin Steak 228 69 45 Pers 106 36 42 
Sirloin Point Steak 55 46 - 55 180 165 ake 
Wing Steak 222 75 41 67 144 50 30 
Cube Steak pike wl 91 1 al 84 101 80 59 
Chuck Steak 102 35 124 64 58 UTS 110 
Round Steak 84 114 78 85 110 126 43 
Beef Steakettes 70 144 158 8. 7a 74 70 
Round Bone Shoulder Steaks 101 107 210 25 - 56 22 
Point Brisket 156 65 - 78 100 - 6 
Plate Brisket 256 93 85 74 23, 68 36 
Shank Centre ~ - - U4) 50 174 5 
Stewing Beef 54 54 91 141 147 PES 68 
Minced Beef 34 101 87 136 160 82 87 
Minced Chuck 38 65 179 156 The 86 72 
Minced Round - 41 - 49 161 146 11 
Hamburger Patties 87 114 148 116 a7 86 142 
Beef Liver 78 38 52 68 154 210 68 
Beef Braising Ribs 98 io2 91 39 166 th 38 


Source: Commission Survey 


a 


Sale 


Senet: These are the usual type of seasonal indices which express ad- 

i ng in any period as a percentage of average advertising over the 
a ae period. Therefore , & seasonal index of 100 in a period indicates 
ae ne ae of advertising done in that period is equal to the average 
i x periods. Similarly an index greater than 100 indicates a 
larger than average amount of advertising, while an index less than 100 
indicates a smaller than average level of advertising. | 


In reviewing the information in Table 6 it is difficult te detect 
a seasonal pattern for any of the cuts. This is mainly because information 
18 available only for 1974 and the first half of 1975. Thus, while 
there are two observations for the winter and spring quarters there is only 
one for the summer and fall quarters. As a result, 16 issimpossible to 
See 1f the seasonal pattern implied by the 1974 data is fully repeated 
during 1975. Even with this limited data, however, it is obvious that 
aes cuts the apparent pattern established in 1974 is not repeated 
in ‘ 


Despite this problem it is possible, and perhaps useful, to deter- 
mine the guarter of highest advertising for each of the cuts. 


Winter Spring 

Prime Rib Roasts Cross Rub whoacs 

Rump Roasts Short Rib Roast 

Point Sirloin Roasts Bottom Round Roast 

Chuck Roasts Chuck Steak 

Top Round Roasts Round Steak 

Flank Steak Shank Centre 

Sirloin Point Steak Beef Liver 

Porterhouse Steak 

Rib Steak Summer 

Sarioin Steak 

Wing Steak Round Bone Shoulder Roast 
Cube Steak Beef Steakettes - 

Point Brisket Round Bone Shoulder Steaks 
Plate Brisket Minced Chuck 

Stewing Beef Hamburger Patties 

Minced Beef 

Minced Round emer 


Beef Braising Ribs 
Eye of Round Roast 


While the above breakdown does not provide conclusive evidence 
as to the influence of seasonal factors in beef advertising, it does demon- 
strate the fact that many roast and most steak items receive their greatest 
promotional push during the winter and spring months with much reduced levels 
occurring in the summer and particularly the fall months. 


er 


The analysis of the detailed beef advertising data to this point 
has been confined to looking at differences in advertising, first among 
chains, and secondly over time. ‘The last phase of this analysis involves 
combining these two variables to determine the joint impact of chains 
and time on the advertising of beef. ‘The data for the analysis which 
follows is presented in Appendix Tables A.7. through A.43. These 
tables show the number of advertisements and the average advertised prices 
by chain and by month for each beef cut. The information contained in 
these tables is summarized in Tables 7 and 8 and discussed in the remainder 
of this section. 


Table 7 presents a comparison of the average regular and adver- 
tised prices for 14 selected beef cuts from Toronto.3 This information 
shows substantial differences among the cuts in the average regular and 
advertised prices. The largest differences occurred for steaks, and in 
particular for porterhouse and flank steaks where the average differences 
were 86 cents and 65 cents respectively. Sizeable differences also were 
found for the roasts, especially for bottom and top round roasts. 


Using the data in Appendix Tables A.7. through A.43. for the 
14 cuts listed in Table 7, an attempt was made to determine if the 
advertised price for any chain in any month was ever higher than the 
regular price for another chain in the same month, and if so, how often 
this oecurred and which chains were involved. The results of this in- 
vestigation are shown in the last coluwm of Table 7. These results show 
that on some occasions chains would advertise a beef item at a higher price 
than their competitors' regular price. This seemed to occur most frequently 
for short rib roast and rib steak; however, this was to be expected since 
these ltems were advertised more frequently than many of the other items 
considered. Although all the chains engaged in this type of activity at 
least once, two firms - - A and P and Loblaws - - were the leaders with 
11 instances in which their advertised prices were higher than their 
competitors' regular prices. In total 31 instances of this were found. 
Considering the fact that the total possible number of cases is 1,190 
(5 chains X 14 cuts X 17 months), then 31 cases represents only a 2.6 
percent occurrence of this type of practice. Although this may be considered 
high by some people, it does not seem to be an alarming rate. 


The final phase of this analysis was to compare the advertised 
prices for each cut in each month to determine both the average and the 
largest price differences available to consumers on advertised items. 
This was done by using the information in Appendix Tables A.7. through 
A.43. to compare the advertised prices for each cut in those months where 


=) 

2) 
Regular price is the unadvertised price obtained from the Ambler Pricing 
Service. Only 14 cuts were included since comparable data on regular 
prices were not available for the remaining 23 cuts. 
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Table 7: A Comparison of Average Regular and Advertised Prices for Selected Meat 
Cuts, Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975 
Number of Months in 
Average Average Boe eae ee 
2 Regular Advertised Another Firm's Regular 
Beef Cut Price Price Difference Price 

Bottom Round Roast ee 1.39 33 

Cross Rib Roast 25 1.06 29 3 A and P 

Eye of Round Roast Pre sbab 203 -08 

Rump Roast (bone in} 1.60 hae Y/ pals} 1 Dominion 

Short Rib Roast (blade bone out) 0.98 0.84 14 5 A and P, 1 Miracle, 
1 Food City 

Top Round Roast Wee hy/ 1S) -28 1 A and P 

Round Bone Shoulder Roast Maule) 0.85 25 

Flank Steak Me ve) 1.14 -65 

Porterhouse Steak 1.95 1.09 86 1 Dominion, 2 Loblaws 

Rib Steak 1.47 1.36 le 1 A and P, 1 Dominion, 
5 Loblaws, 1 Miracle 

Sirloin Steak Vee2 aL GSH) owl 1 Dominion, 2 Loblaws 

Wing Steak 93 1.58 75 2 Dominion 

Shank Centre 1.02 0.91 allot 1 Loblaws 

Stewing Beef 1.36 Ih 745) obisl 1 A and P, 1 Loblaws 


Source: Commission Survey 
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Table 8: Average and Largest Differences Between the Prices for Advertised 
Specials in the Same Month by Individual Beef Cuts, Toronto, 
January 1974 to June 1975. 


Average Largest 
Price Price 
Difference Difference 


‘Bottom Round Roast 2 324 
Cross Rib Roast =k5 - 36 
Eye of Round Roast * ba 

Point Sirloin Roast ae at Act: 
Prime Rib Roast (1-5 ribs) may! Pe 
Prime Rib Roast (6-7 ribs) Ap 3 -40 
Rump Roast (bone in) 09 s23 
Rump Roast (boneless) * * 

Short Rib Roast (all bones in) 23 23 
Short Rib Roast (blade oone out) -08 Arey 
Short Rib Roast (boneless) * * 

Chuck Roast (all bores in) 15 ~24 
Chuck Roast (blade bone out) Ball 744 
Chuck Roast (boneless) ats ~40 
Top Round Roast 17 -20 
Round Bone Shoulder Roast aS 220 
Flank Steak * * 

Porterhouse Steak wae -66 
Rib Steak : 24 -59 
Sirloin Steak «22 44 
Sirloin Point Steak * pet 
Wing Steak 214 -28 
Cube Steak - 34 «as 
Chuck Steak Fake - 36 
Round Steak 43 1.00 
Beef Steakettes 10 BIE: 
Round Bone Shoulder Steaks 722 ~46 
Point Brisket * ; * 

Plate Brisket +25 44 
Shank Centre * * 

Stewing Beef Pe - 30 
Minced Beef oS - 30 
Minced Chuck .08 720 
Minced Round 10 aut 
Hamburger Patties ee .34 
Beef Liver er3 ~23 
Beef Braising Ribs .08 ao 


* Indicates insufficient observations for calculations. 


Source: Commission Survey 


a) 


sig or pees ewe featured the same item. The results of this analysis 

A a A ees again show considerable variation among the cuts 
an sie Reese St?) price eu As before, the highest 

ae ae ae — Cos were observed for steaks, partrceulariy for round 
ae 1 ax SUCRE aE difference over all months of 43 cents 

i € targest single month price difference of $1.00. Similar large 
ee were also found for plate brisket, round bone shoulder steaks, 
fee Se Rees rib steaks, porterhouse steaks and point sirloin 

ll ses -— most notable those of rump roasts, short rib 


roasts, minced chuck and beef braising ribs - the differences were found to 
be quite small. ny; 


Advertising in Other Markets 


Although the scope of this research did not permit a detailed 
anelysis of meat advertising in other markets across Canada, some very basic 
analysis was done for three additional cities - - Montreal, Calgary and 
Vancouver. The purpose of this analysis was to provide measures on the 
extent and timing of meat advertising in these centres for comparison with 
similar measures for Toronto. Data for this analysis was collected by 
Market Facts using identical procedures to the Toronto audit. 


The results of this analysis for beef, pork, poultry, veal, 
lamb and processed meats are shown in Table 9. These results show similar 
patterns of meat advertising among the four markets with some differences 
in advertising levels. For three of the four markets the importance of beef 
and pork advertising are about the same. The exception is Montreal where 
pork advertising is substantially more important than beef advertising. 
The largest difference among the four markets was found in the case of meat 
advertising as a percent of total advertising. Here Toronto was the highest 
with 30 percent of an average advertisement being devoted to meats, while 
Vancouver was the lowest with only 15 percent of an average advertisement 
allocated to meat products. 


The data for beef advertising was analyzed further by considering 
changes in advertising levels over time. The results of this analysis are 
shown in Figure 4. Although there are differences in the pattern of beef 
advertising among the four cities, some similarities can be noted, the most 
important of which is the higher levels of beef advertising in the summer 
months for al] cities. 


The major reason for comparing advertising in Vancouver, Calgary 
and Montreal with Toronto was to provide some basis for generalizing the 
the results of this project to ther market centres. Although there are 
no clear-cut guidelines to use in this process, the comparisons shown in 
Table 9 and Figure 4 seem to indicate that while the basic nature of meat 
advertising is the same in each centre, there are substantial differences 
in the level and timing of the ads. As a result, the data from the Toronto 
market may not be representative of other urban centres across Canada, and 
care should be employed in any broader interpretation of the conclusions 


of this analysis. 


Table 9: Comparison of Meat Advertising for Four Canadian Cities, ove 


Toronto Montreal Vancouver Calgary 
cate BS ee RD Rice ee in Be ee ee ee 


Beef | 4.3 263 25 4.3 
Pork | 4.8 Seal 23 Yo 
Poultry eras) mes las flee 
Veal Ot 0.2 One 0.2 
Lamb 0.4 j.2 0.3 Coe 
Processed Meats 6.6 3.4 Bae 2.2 
Total Meat 19.0 12.5 Oat 1229 


Meat as a pereent of 
total items 30.0 228 NOES alyey’ 


Source: Commission Survey 
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FIGURE 4 


fs bs ae , P > 
Comparison of Beef Advertising in Four Canadian Cities, 1974 
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FIGURE 5 
Average Retail Carcass Price, Toronto, 1974-75 
$/LB. 
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3. Pricing Analysis 


This chapter consists of four major sections which describe the 
results of an in-depth statistical analysis of beef pricing in the 
‘Metropolitan Toronto market. In the first section the data sources 
are discussed. This is followed by a discussion of price levels and price 
variation by carcass, primals and cuts across chains and time periods. 
Finally, the fourth section is devoted to a consideration of the wprrece 
relationships which exist among the various cuts and chains. 


Data Sources 


The basic data used in the examination of beef pricing was that 
collected by the Ambler Pricing Service of Toronto. This data consist of 
weekly prices for the major beef cuts sold by five Toronto grocery chains. 
It is collected by Ambler directly from the five chains on the Saturday 
preceding the week in which the prices are to be in effect, and thus 
represents the expected price for the coming week. In some instances, how- 
ever, the expected price is not the same as the actual price due to last 
minute decisions of the retailers to "special" particular items. Because 
of this, the basic Ambler data had to be corrected to take advertised 
specials into account. This was done by substituting the special prices 
obtained in the advertising audit for the Ambler prices in those weeks 
where differences were observed. As a result, the final pricing data file 
consisted of the actual prices paid by consumers for each cut, chain and 
week. Altogether 74 weeks of pricing information covering the period Jan- 
vary 1974 through May 1975 were included in the analysis. 


Although most of the pricing analysis was based on individual 
beef cuts, some of the analysis focused on primals and carcasses. As a 
result, a@ procedure to convert cut prices to primal and carcass values was 
needed. The procedure adopted in this study is that used by the Canadian 
Cattlemen's Association to break down a representative beef animal into 
18 retail cuts. It uses the average cutability of a carcass of beef 
to determine the percentage weights of each retail cut. The weights are 
then applied to actual retail prices to produce a weighted average 
retail price for the carcass. The cuts and percentage weights used in 
this method are shown in Table 10. 


Price Levels 


The first step in the analysis of price levels involved determining 
the average carcass value (average retail price) by month for all chains over 
the period January 1974 to May 1975. The data plotted in Figure 5 show 
considerable variation in average carcass values throughout this period. 

For the most part, these values were relatively high during most of 1974 

but declined sharply in the first four months of 1975 before recovering again 
in May. The reader will recall that the period of low prices in early 1975 
corresponds with the period of highbeef advertising by the major chains 

(See Figure 2). 


Pos, 


Table 10: Name of Cuts and Percentage Weights Used in Calculating 


the Average Weighted Retail Price (Careass value) for 
Beef. 


Retail Cuts Percentage Weights 


Bottom Round Roast one 
Cross Rib Roast Lee 
Eye of Round Roast 1G 
Pomme c1rloin ROAaSst/obeak 3.6 
Prime Rib Roast Sea 
Rump Roast Ves 
Short Rib Roast 3.2 
Top Round Roast 375 
Shoulder Roast Ores 
Flank Steak ORD 
Porterhouse Steak | eee 
Rib Steak a=) 
Sirloin Steak 4.8 
Wing Steak 1.9 
Plate/Point Brisket aoe 
Shank Centre 1.1 
Stewing Beef 4.3 
Minced Beef/Chuck/Round Ie 


Oo ee Se 


Source: Canadian Cattlemen's Association 


Table 11: Average Retail Carcass Price for Beef by Chain, Toronto, 
January 1974 to May 1975. 


Average t-values obtained in testing hypotheses 

Chain Price that mean values are equal 

. A and .P Loblaws Food City Dominion Miracle 
no aa tre Shee Sareea A a ee ee ee 
A and P $1.50 - eee 13.10# Vise LO Oe 
Loblaws ae ~ os 6.95* 10.85* 
Food City este = 8.25% 9.88% 
Dominion Sirasie - h.o7* 


Miracle cee 4 = 


* Significant at p <.05 


Source: Commission Estimate 
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As a second step in the analysis of price levels the average 
carcass values of beef were calculated and compared among the five chains. 
The results of this analysis, presented in Table 11, show substantial 
differences among the average carcass values of individual chains. A and P 
with an average carcass value of $1.50/cwt., is the highest, while 
Miracle Food Mart, with an average carcass value of $1.37/cwt., is the lowest. 
Dominion, Loblaws and Food City are all slightly higher than Miracle Food 
Mart. A standard t-test was used to test for statistically significant 
differences between the carcass values of individual chains. Results of 
cients analysis confirmed that all of the differences were significant with 
the exception of Loblaws and Food City, whose prices were both $1.42/1b. 

The monthly average carcass values for each of the five chains between 
January 1974 and May 1975 are shown in Appendix Table B.1. 


The third step in the analysis of price levels involved calculating 
and comparing the average primal values for the five chains. As expected, 
the results in Table 12 show larger differences among the chains in primal 
values than in carcass values. While fairly sizeable differences were ob- 
served among chains for each of the five primal cuts, the largest difference 
was for ribs, between A and P and Miracle Food Mart. This difference oF 
20 Gents was 10 cents higher than the next largest difference of 20 ‘cents 
for sirloin, again between A and P and Miracle Food Mart. Differences of 
19 cents between the highest and lowest chains were found for chucks and 
loins, while only a 12 cent difference was found for round primals. 


A standard t-test was used to test for significant differences 
between the highest and lowest prices and the second highest and lowest 
prices for each primal. In every instance this procedure confirmed the 
existence of statistically significant differences. 


The fined Step am tive Beeb of price levels involved calculating 
and comparing the different chains' prices of 18 individual beef cuts. These 
results are shown in Table 13. 4 In general these results show the variation 
among chains in cut prices to be smaller than the variation in primal prices. 
The largest differences observed between the highest and lowest prices were 
SiO Genus tor prime Gib roast and On T eente for Shor, Rib roasues —iebeck 
eases the highest price chain was A ae P while the lowest price chain was 
Miracle Food Mart. Overall, the average price difference between the highest 
and lowest chains was approximately 17 cents for roasts, 18 cents for steaks 
and 6 cents for the other cuts. In this analysis it was necessary to assume 
that each chain trims the cuts in a similar manner, that all beef was of the 
same grade, and that the products were available at the reported prices. 

To the extent that any of these assumpt ions are incorrect, it could affect 
the conclusions of the analysis. 


Appendix Tables B.1. to B.19 provide more detailed information by 
showing the prices of the 18 individual beef cuts by chain for each 


or the 17 monvns im the analysis 
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Table 12: Average Primal Prices at Retail for Beef by Chain, Toronto, 
January 1974 to June 1975. 


val Price Difference T-values Obtained 
Pent ALES between in Testing Hypothesis 
That Mean Values are 

Primal : Equal "7 

Cue A and P Dominion Loblaws Miracle ee H-L 2nd H-L H-L ond H-L 
a eee ere ee ee ee Se A ee ee eee 

$/1b: $/1b. 

Round 1.90 I PAS Let: i 0 TBA! ape .05 11.98* 5.16% 

Rib ih Atel P35 1.39 P38 1542 . 30 se 15,9.1% ee 
Sirioin 1.95 1.86 era, IG AS) TEAS -20 ay! 20.92%  12).26% 

Chuck SE AAD) 1,07: teL5 VeOL p Le Le Aa 4 2 TE 7.69% 

Loin 2.05 1.91 1.913 1.9%: 1.86 19 O07 Peo = 2.84* 


1 Geary: : : : 5 
H-L indicates difference between highest pri.e and lowest price. 


2nd H-L indicates difference between second fighest price and lowest price. 
* significamt at p < 205 


Source: Commission Estimate 
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As before, the standard t-test was used to test for significant 
differences between the highest and lowest prices and the second highest 
and lowest prices for each cut. Statistically significant differences 
were found for every cut when the highest and lowest prices were compared. 
In the case of the second highest and lowest price, however, no sig- 
nificant differences were found for sirloin steak, wing steak and stewing 
beet. 


Price Variation 


Emphasis in the preceding section was on analyzing the level of 
beef prices in the Toronto market and differences in this level among 
chains, cuts and time periods. In this section emphasis switches to a con- 
sideration of price variation. Two aspects of price variation in particular 
are investigated: the changes in individual cut prices over time and the 
relationship between chains in price changes for carcasses and primal cuts. 


To explore the extent of individual cut price variation over time, 
coefficients of variation were computed by chain for each of the 18 retail 
cuts. The coefficient of variation is obtained by dividing the standard 
deviation by the mean and thus is a relative measure of variation which 
expresses the standard deviation as a percentage of the sample mean. 


The coefficients of variation reported in Table 14 show major 
differences among cuts in price variability. The highest price variability 
was found for the minced beef cuts with a coefficient of variation of 15.1, 
while the lowest price variability observed was for plate/point brisket 
which had a coefficient of variation of only 5.5. In general, the steaks 
as a group exhibited the highest price variability, followed by the roasts 
and other beef cuts. When considered over all cuts (i.e. carcass values) 
very little difference was found among the chains in price variability. 
However, some very large differences are evident when comparing the coeffic- 
ients of variation of individual cuts across the five chains. A good example 
of this can be found in the case of rib steaks, where the coefficient of 
variation for Dominion is more than twice as large as that for Loblaws. 


Figures 6 and 7 have been prepared to graphically illustrate the 
week-to-week price changes associated with a high and low coefficient of 
variation. In Figure 6, the weekly prices of shoulder roast at A and P 
have been plotted over time. This cut has a fairly high coefficient of 
variation (13.1) and thus shows considerable week-to-week price level 
changes. Figure 7, on the other hand, illustrates the price behaviour of 
eye of round roast at A and P during the same period. The coefficient of 
variation of this cut (5.7) is substantially lower than shoulder roast, and 
as Figure 7 illustrates, its week-to-week price level changes are much 


smaller and less frequent. As a matter of fact, there are a substantial 
number of weeks in which the price remiins the same as in the preceding, week. 

In addition to simply lookin, at the price variation of eculs over 
Lime the relationship between chains in price changes must also be considered. 
The question here is to what extent do chains follow similar patterns in 


their pricing decisions. To investigate this question, correlation coeffic- 
lents were computed between chains for carcass values and five primal cuts. 
these correlation coefficients are show in Table 15. 
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Table 14: Coefficients of Variation, for the Prices of 18 Retail Cuts of Beef, Toronto, 
January 1974 to May 1975. 


eg a a Ec aL a A a a a Ne Ce PE ee cD a ae ee 5 Awe re Se ee 


Retail Cuts All Chains A and P Dominion Loblaws Miracle Food City 


Bottom Round Roast 


9.5 AlovPate 10.7 953 Pid ORS 
Cross Rib Roast 9.8 eckl 11.4 6.6 alas 7 PIR 
Eye of Round Roast Brea/, 4.7 5.6 Vers) Sytite) as: 
Point Sirloin Roast and Steak 7.1 8.0 4.3 6.9 6.6 6.8 
Prime Rib Roast 12.8 14.8 12.4 Nisha 14.8 8.9 
Rump Roast Wnsk eee 8.0 6.1 6.2 7.4 
Short Rib Roast IIE | 10.7 12.9 a Se eS ins Weae! E3R4 
Top Round Roast 6.8 6.0 Uae Tet) Tia 672.9) 
Shoulder Roast Iys sak 14.2 qa. 8 12.4 16.9 aa at 
Flank Steak 6.9 Mak: 10.4 4.6 6.4 6.2 
Porterhouse Steak 203 TOR Weds) 12.6 Ih 0) Leh Pe 
Rib Steak eS re 1428 log fee 8.3 1356 Ae) a? 
Sirloin Steak IS oe TORS eh ff BS heey 14.2 Set 
Wing Steak die 5 wOreO 6) 14.0 2.9 eg reev 
Plate/Point Brisket Sy) 6.7 Sie 4.9 5.4 4.8 
Shank Centre 6.8 7.4 Si Shes} 7.9 Sr 
Stewing Beef 7.4 9.9 8.8 8.0 4.8 655 
Minced Beef/Chuck/Steak iG oat Aaa: 16.0 SWS: A ayeeal: 14.0 
Carcass Gi) Deere On 7 6.2 ines) Or 

9.9 9.6 LOR Fae LOR 9.6 

ope Re ae SE ee 

at 


te coefficients of variation are calculated from the information in Appendix tables 
Beretcnhougne 8. or 


Source: Commission Estimates. 
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FIGURE 6 


Weekly Retail Price of Shoulder Roast at A&P, Toronto 
74 Weeks, January 1974 to May 1975 
ie 
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FIGURE 7 


Weekly Retail Price of Eye of Round Roast atA&P, Toronto 
74 Weeks, January 1974 to May 1975 
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Table 15: Correlation Coefficients Between Chains for Carcasses and Primal 


Cuts, Toronto, January 1974 to May 1975. 


A and P Dominion Loblaws Miracle Rood City 
Sg eae a ae be ee ee 
Carcass 


A and P = - 845 $625 851 . 881 
Dominion = 896 Oug, 906 
Loblaws - 917 848 
Stl esd ie. =a . 888 
Food City = 
Round 
A and P = e132 segs acs) O46 
Dominion = . OL p Ollak ~TH8 
Loblaws = . 880 . 740 
Miracle = AOS 
POoGNC thy = 
Rib 
A and P 679 2150 ~ Oe 25602 
Dominion 2S O79 .919 .699 
Loblaws = . 850 682 
Miracle ~ Poon 
Food: City = 
Sirloin 
A and P = . 863 . 882 . 89), . 88h 
Dominion = .980 920 . 864 
Loblaws = 99 . 898 
Miracle - . 899 
Hood City 6 
Chuck 
A and P = 2502 2508 .609 Loy 
Dominion = (a a SS 
Loblaws a -{ yee 
Miracle _ ¢ 
Food City - 
Loin 

me 972 . 809 079 :G25 
A and |} . ss a PO 2 Ars 
Dominion - ay Bercy Hb 
Loblaws = oa “6 
Miracle ~ : 


Hood City 


Source: Commission estimates 
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The first part of Table 15 reports the correlation coefficients 
between the five major Toronto chains for carcass values. All of these 
correlation coefficients are seen to be fairly high, and there is very 
little difference between the coefficients for pairs of chains. This 
result indicates that at the carcass level the week-to-week price changes 
by these retailers are fairly similar even though the price levels are 
different. 


The next five sections of Table 15 show the correlation co- 
efficients between the five chains for the round, rib, sirloin, chuck and 
loin primals. While most of these coefficients are also fairly high, it 
is obvious that, with the exception of the sirloin primal, they are lower 
than the corresponding values for the carcasses. This implies that the 
weekly price changes for primals are not as similar as they are for the basic 
carcass. Thus, in pricing beef, it appears that retailers follow somewhat 
different practices at the primal level, but the combined effect of these 
different practices yield a fairly similar result at the carcass level. 


The correlation coefficients between chains for carcasses and 
primals can also be analyzed to determine which chains tend to follow 
Similar and dissimilar pricing patterns. In reviewing the data in Table 15, 
the highest coefficients for carcasses and three of the primals seem to be 
those for Dominion and Miracle Food Mart. This implies that the pricing 
practices of these chains for these items tend to be very similar. On the 
other hand, the coefficients between Food City and most of the other chains 
tend to be lower in most cases indicating a relatively low level of 
correspondence between the price changes of Food City and the other chains. 


Correlation coefficients between chains for individual cut prices 
were also computed and found to be smaller than those reported for primals 
and carcasses. In general, the correlation coefficients for steaks and 
minced beef are considerably higher than those for other beef cuts, implying 


that steak and minced beef prices move more closely across chains than 
other beef prices. 


Price Relationships 


The final step in the analysis of beef pricing was to look at the 
price relationships existing among the various cuts and chains. To do this 
a statistical model was developed which relates the price of the 18 cuts 
at each chain to the carcass value for that chain, the advertising of the 


cut, and a seasonality factor. The specific model which was developed and 
estimated is: 


ee meee oke A a ao 
HEN He f2  G 


where Ys = Price of cut i in chain ; during week M 


Sea Average retail carcass value for chain j during week M 
oS zero-one variable indicating whether cut i was 
advertised by chain j during week M 


= = A set of seasonal zero-one variables where: 
=1= January; k=2= February; .... < ke i= November 


pe ge Set Cuts. 1 1 ey 1 ag de 
x = eLel) Chine. | = Tee .cae5 
Copa On CS) bom PP Season dal 


Detailed results of this analysis are provided in Appendix 
Tables C.1 to C.18. For each cut and chain these tables show the co- 
efficient estimates, student "t" values, R° and the Durbin-Watson 
statistic. To facilitate discussion, summary tables have been prepared 
which highlight the results. These summary tables (16 to 20) show the 
constant, the coefficient estimates for carcass price and specials, 
and the signs of the seasonal dummy variables for each cut sold by each 
of the five chains. 


The interpretation of the results of this analysis is fairly 
straightforward. For each cut, the coefficient on the carcass price shows 
the amount by which the price of that cut is changed given a $1.00 change 
in the careass price. For example, in the case of bottom round roast at 
A and P (Table 16) a $1.00 increase in the carcass price would be associated 
with @ 56 cent increase in the price of bottom round roast. The eeeffiicient 
attached to the specials dummy variable shows the amount by which the price 


of the cut changes when it is "specialed".? For bottom round roast at A and 
P, this coefficient is -.42, indicating that on the average, when the cut is 


"specialed", its price is 42 cents lower than when it is not on "special". 
Finally, the signs for the seasonal dummy variables show the months in which 
the price for the cut is above or below the price charged in December. Again 
in the case of bottom round roast at A and P, the negative signs for March, 
April, May, June and November indicate that the price of this cut is lower 

in these months than in December. 


z The coefficient on the "specials" dummy variable should be interpreted 
carefully since some chains advertised certain cuts very infrequently. 
The number of times each cut was advertised by each chain is indicated 
in Tables A.7 through A.43. To provide an accurate estimate of the 


effect of a special a cut should have been advertised at least four 


or five times. 


Table 16: Price Relationships for 18 Cuts of Beef at A and P, Toronto, January 1974 to May 1975 


Estimated Coefficients Signs of Dummy Variables 


Constant Carcass Special Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun. Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. 
Bottom Round Roast 1.05 0.56 -0.42 - - - - - 
Cross Rib Roast OS Sie 0.68 -0.11 + + + - = = + 
Eye of Round Roast 1.96 0.20 -0.0f - - - - - 
Point Sirloin ay Ont 0.26 ~0, 31, - - - - - + 
Prime Rib Roast -0.13 1.24 - - - - + 
Rump Roast -0.16 just) -0.15 + + + + a - 
Short Rib Roast 0.10 0.70 Oe + + - - + 
Top Round Roast 1.48 0.32 -0.27 - - - + + 
Shoulder Roast -0.28 0.99 -0.22 ~ + - 
Flank Steak 1.61 0.18 -0.15 = = = = os = = 
Porterhouse Steak 150 0.36 -0.05. ~ ~ - - + 
Rib Steak -0.08 1.16 -0.25 - - = = = A 
Sirloin Steak aL AGH 0.28 -0.10 - ~ - + + + 
Wing Steak 1.69 0.28 - - - - + + 
Plate/Point Brisket 0.14 0.8% OnOe - - = = 5 
Shank Centre O21 0.50 -0.09 + 2 + + + + 
Stewing Beef 0.60 0555 -0.19 + 
Minced Beef -0.20 0.94 -0.14 + - - - 


Table 17: Price Relationships for 18 Cuts of Seef at Dominion, Toronto, January 1974 to May 1975 


Estimated Coefficients Signs of Dummy Variables 


Constant Carcass Special Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun. Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. 
Bottom Round Roast Ont 0.56 =O ne - - - - S 
Cross Rib Roast 0.33 0.68 -0.11 + he + - - - + 
Eye of Round Roast IF 63 0.32 - - + - + 
Point Sirloin tal 0.63 -0.18 - - - + 
Prime Rib Roast -0.15 1.07 -0.02 - - + + + 
Rump Roast One 1.00 -0.12 + = = 
Short Rib Roast -0.26 0.89 - - - - = 
Tor Round Roast 0.72 0.82 -0.22 - - - 
Shoulder Roast -0.28 0.99 -0.22 = + = 
Flank Steak Healy 0.43 -0.92 - + 
Porterhouse Steak 0. 38 ibaa} -0.23 - - - + + te 
Rit Steak -0.51 1.48 - - - = = ad 
Sirloin Steak 1.08 0.56 -0.17 - ~ - - + + + 
Wing Steak Cmca aarH0) -0.22 - - - + + T 
Plete/Point Brisket 0.48 0.62 -0.01 + - - = = Se 
Shank Centre 0.19 0.59 + - Se 
Stewing Beef 0.76 0.46 ~0. 30 - - - 
Minced Beef leet A aby -0.01 + + + + + + 
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Table 18: Price Relationships for 18 Cuts of Beef at Loblaws, Toronto, January 1974 to May 1975. 


a a LI ee a eS 
Estimated Coefficients Signs of Dummy Variables 


Constant Carcass Special Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun. Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. 
Bottom Round Roast Oe: (5) ORM 2 -0.21 - - 
Cross Rib Roast 0.32 Oi 7a ~O.11 + - = <= 
Eye of Round Roast Bus 3) OGL -0.03 - 
Point Sirloin 0.76 0.85 ~0.05 - + + + 
Prime Rib Roast 0.00 0.96 -0.12 = - + + + 
Rump Roast 0.76 0.60 -0.19 - + = 
Short Rib Roast -0.38 0.98 -0.08 + ~ - ~ - 
Top Round Roast 0.69 0.84 -0.09 - - - 
Shoulder Roast 0.07 0.78 ~0.28 - ~ - - 
Flank Steak LOT - - - - - 
Porterhouse Steak 0.95 (eyed -0.22 - - - ~ - ¢ + 
Rib Steak 0.92 O50 -0.08 + - - - - - = 
Sirloin Steax B02 0.60 -0.2h = = = = + $ + 
Wing Steak 1.48 0.44 -0.35 ~ ~ - - - - + 
Plate/Point Brzsket 0.60 On 0.05 - a = = be = od 
Shank Centre 0.32 Olas -0.06 + - - 
Stewing Beef 0.20 0.83 -0.08 + 
Minced Beef -1.19 eo) + + + + + + 
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Table 19: Price Relationships for 18 Cuts of Beef at Miracle, Toronto, January 1974 to May 1975 


Estimated Coefficients Signs of Dummy Variables 


Constant Carcass Special Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun. Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. 
Bottom Round Roast 0.61 0.83 - 
Cross Rib Roast -0.42 Teil -0.09 + + + + - - + 
Eye of Round Roast 1.44 0.47 - - - 
Point Sirloin 5S) 0.49 - - - + + + 
Prime Rib Roast -0.21 ues -0.04 = - - = + + Fo 
Rump Roast 0.59 Onna -0.05 + + - - 
Short Rib Roast =On76 ake? -0.07 + } ¢ + - - 
Top Round Roast 0.76 0.80 - - 
Shoulder Roast -0.76 1.27 -0.13 + + ¢ + - - js 
Flank Steak aL lng) 0.23 = D2 = = 
Porterhouse Steak 0.92 0.83 -0.19 - - - - - - + 
Rib Steak 0.09 1.05 -0.09 - - - - - 
Sirloin Steak 0.91 0.68 -0.19 - - - = + : + 
Wing Steak 0.67 0.95 = = = = 7 : 
Platé/Point Brisket 0.66 (f- 50) 0,01 - ~ - = i : a 
Shank Centre Gls Sie 0.45 + = 7 f ie 
Stewing Beef 0.65 0.54 + = es S : ; 
Minced Beef -0.09 Q.91 -0.23 + 


Table 20: Price Relationships for 18 Cuts of Beef at Food City, Toronto, January 1974 to May 1975. 


Estimated Coefficients Signs of Dummy Variables 
Constant Carcass Special Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May dun. Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. 


Bottom Round Roast 0.54 0.85 sas - 

Cross Rib Roast -0.15 0.98 -0.23 + + “ + - - - 

Eye of Round Roast 1.17 0.68 - + 

Point Sirloin Teeny, 0.33 -0.1h - - - - - + + 

Prime Rib Roast asa 0.09 -0.17 - - - + + 

Rump - Roast OL75 0.60 ~0.21 - + 

Short Rib Roast =O. 51 ahha -0.16 - - - = = 

Top Round Roast 1.00 0.64 =Orou = = 

Shoulder Roast -0.52 De 5} -0.13 + 0 ee - - 

Flank Steak Bkeaie 0.02 - + + + + 
Porterhouse Steak 0.66 0,95 -0.30 = ~ = = + 

Rib Steak -0.73 MaGYs: -0.19 

Sirloin Steak Een 0.49 -0.19 a = = = a aa + + 

Wing Steak 0.72 0.90 -0.32 - ~ - + 

PlatefPoint Brisket 0.26 0.78 0.06 - + + = = = = 
Shank Centre 0.41 Oke t * + 

Stewing Beef 0.16 0.84 - - 


Mineed Bee? -1.17 oles -0.01 + + + + + + 
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ke condi ett oa nan for the carcass price provide interest- 
as uae pricing policies of the major chains. As mentioned 
arlie ese estimates show the amount by which the cut price changes 
given a $1.00 change in the carcass value. Thus these estimates clearly 
show the manner in which prices are set by the retailers. For example, in 
the case of A and P, the prices of‘prime rib. roast, rump roast and rib 
steak are all inereased proportionately more than the carcass price as it 
increases. On the other hand, cuts such as eye of round roast and flank 
steak show very little response to changes in carcass values. When con- 
sidered across all chains, certain cuts seem to stand out in the extent 
to which their price increases given an increase in carcass values. Those 
cuts for which the response is uniformly high are: 


Cross Rib Roast 

Prime Rib Roast 

Short Rib Roast 

Rump Roast 

Porterhouse Steak 

Rib Steak 

Wing Steak 

Minced Beef /Chuck/Round 


The signs associated with the seasonal dummies also provide 
interesting information on the pricing practices of the major chains. For 
example, in the case of A and P, these signs clearly show that all of the 
steaks are priced lower in the winter months than in the other months of the 
year, while the prices of cross rib roasts, rump roasts, short rib roasts 
and shank centre are higher during this period. 


Figure 8 illustrates the seasonal pricing pattern, across chains, | 
for three beef cuts; cross rib roast, porterhouse steak and minced beef. 
The upper section of figure 8 indicates that four chains charge less in July 
and August than in December. 


In the middle section of figure 8, the seasonal pricing pattern is 
shown for porterhouse steak. Porterhouse steak is priced lower in January 
through April and higher in August. In general the seasonality for all 
steaks tends to be similar to that for porterhousé. The seasonal pricing 
patterns for other beef cuts show considerably more variation across chains. 


a a ror 


Serial correlation was a serious problem in many of the equations. 
Correcting for serial correlation using the Hildreth-Lu scanning 
procedure produced results somewhat different from the OLS 
estimates. In general the corrected equations showed the seasonal 
dummies to be less significant than indicated in the OLS analysis. 
For this reason these coefficients cannot be considered as 
powerful as the "t" tests indicate. 
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FIGURE 8 


Seasonal Pricing Patterns for Cross Rib Roast, 
Porterhouse Steak and Minced Beef. 
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h, Demand Analysis 


The final objectives for this research were to measure retail 
beef sales by chain in the Toronto market and, using this promotion, 
to estimate retail demand functions for total beef sales and sales of 
individual beef cuts. This chapter reports on the results of this analysis. 


Beef Sales in Toronto 


Information on beef sales in Toronto was obtained through a survey 
of the five leading chains serving this market. In this survey the chains 
were asked to supply data on weekly shipments of beef to all stores in their 
Toronto sales regions for the period January 1974 through June 1975. In each 
case the chains were requested to breakdown their total beef sales into 
carcasses, front quarters, hind quarters, ribs, chucks, hips, loins and 


manufacturing boneless beef. All data was reported in hundredweight per 
‘ week. 


The data received from the retailers varied widely in its quality. 
The data from three retail chains appeared to be complete and accurate. 
Unfortunately, data from the other two chains was either incomplete or ob- 
viously inaccurate. In one of these cases the data consisted only of total 
beef sales and was not broken down by carcasses, quarters and primals. In 
the other case monthly data had been used to generate weekly average sales. 


Aggregate Demand Analysis 


The first step in the analysis of retail beef demand was to 
estimate aggregate demand functions for each of the five chains. i these 
equations the dependent variable was total weekly beef sales for the chain, 
while the independent variables were: (1) own beef prices (carcass values), 

(2) competitors' beef prices (carcass values), (3) own substitute prices (pork, 
chicken, veal and lamb), (4) competitors' substitute prices, (5) own 
advertising (beef, pork, other meats), (6) competitors' advertising, and 

(7) seasonal dummies. 


The demand equations were estimated using the multiple regression 
subroutine of SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences). 
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The actual substitute prices used were: (1) pork-loin centre cut 
roast or picnic roast, (2) veal loin chop or roast, (3) leg of lamb 
(shank half), and (4) chicken-whole fresh chicken 33 to 5 lb. 


Show 


The independent variables included in each equation were; 


price of beef at the chain 

price of beef at competitors 

number of beef ads at the chain 

relative price of pork, and 

all other statistically significant variables 


(pureenco) 


Equation 2 


JI OW Fw WM 


price of beef at the chain 

price of beef at competitors 

number of beef ads at the chain 

relative price of pork 

number of pork ads at the chain 

number of other ads at the chain, and 

all other statistically significant variables 
(ep 3420) 


Equation 3 
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price of beef at the chain 

price of beef at competitors 

number of beef ads at the chain 

relative price of pork 

number of pork ads at the chain 

number of other ads at the chain 

number of beef ads at competitors 

number of pork ads at competitors 

number of other ads at competitors, and 

all other statistically significant variables 


(p <€ .20) 


In the case of Dominion and Miracle Food Mart, a fourth equation was 
because of problems of insignificance on the own beef price variable when the 
price of beef at competitors was entered into the equation. 


estimated 


The equations for each chain are presented in Table 21 along with 
the R', Durbin-Watson statistic and the standard error for each variable. 
Constant terms are not provided in order to protect the confidentiality of 


the data. 


Those variables which are starred are significant at p < .05 


for a two-tailed test and p < .025 for a one-tailed test. 


used to identify variables are defined in the following manner: 


The symbols 


a le 


Q Weekly quantity of beef received in all stores 
BP Beef price (carcass value) 
RPP Relative price of pork 
RPL Relative price of lamb 
BA Number of beef ads 
PA Number of pork ads 
OA Number of other meat ads 
AP A and P 
DM Dominion 
LL Loblaws 
MM Miracle Food Mart 
FC Food City 
C Competitors 


Demand Analysis for A and P. In the first two equations 


for A and P only three independent variables were found to be significant. 
'These variables were the beef price at A and P, the average beef price at 

all competitors, and the February dummy variable. ‘The Signs associated with 
the price variables were negative for the own price and positive for com- 
petitors' prices. This result was expected and implies that as A and P 
increases their beef price and/or competitors decrease their beef prices, the 
quantity of beef sold by A and P decreases. The negative Soon On une co 
efficient of the Febraury dummy implies that beef sales at A and P were lower 
than normal during this month. 


In addition to the two price variables and the one seasonal dummy , 
the coefficient for beef advertising at competitors is also Sly ss@ubnaicre hate ye! 
Equation 3. The sign of this coefficient is positive indicating that as 
competitors increase their beef advertising, sales of beef at A and P in- 
crease. This result was not expected and is contrary to the hypothesis that 
beef ads at competitors should be negatively related to own beef sales. 


In all three of the equations for A and P the Ro is fairly low-—in 
therrange of .42 to <li. 


Demand Analysis for Dominion. The results of the demand analysis 


for Dominion appear to be better than those for A and P principally because of 
the larger number of significant independent variables found to be related 

to beef sales. In equation 1, eight independent variables were found to be 
Significant, and each was found to have the correct sign. This equation shows 
that the beef price of Dominion is negatively related to beef sales while the 
relative price of pork’ is positively related to beef sales. In the case 

of the own advertising variables the number of Dominion beef ads and other 
meat ads were found to be positively related to total beef sales, while the 
number of Dominion pork ads were related inversely. The direction of the 
relationship between beef sales and other Dominion meat ads was somewhat 
surprising, but apparently reflects the fact that other meat advertising 


___Own pork price 


Relative price of pork Competitors’ pork price 
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stimulates sales of all meats, including. beef, instead of stimulating the 
sales of other meats at the expense of beef. Only one variable associated 
with the advertising of competitors entered into the first equation. This 
variable was the number of competitors' beef ads, and as expected, was 
found to be negatively related to Dominion's beef sales. 


The results of the other three equations for Dominion were 
similar to those for the first equation except that the inclusion of 
competitors' beef prices in Equations 3 and caused the own beef price 
coefficient to lose its significance. This is caused by the high 
correlation between these variables. 


Demand Analysis for Loblaws and Miracle Food Mart. The results 
of the demand analysis for Loblaws and Miracle Food Mart were virtually 


identical in the sense that the only significant independent variable was 
own beef price. In both cases the sign of this variable was negative as 
expected. 


Demand Analysis for Food City. The equations for Food City 
show significant positive relationships between total Food City beef sales 


and competitors' beef prices, the relative price of lamb, and Food City's 
beef ads. In addition, negative relationships were found for Food City beef 
prices and other meat advertising of competitors. 


The demand analysis for Food City was the only place where the price 
of a substitute product other than pork was significantly related to beef 
sales. In this case the relative price of lamb was found to have a strong 
positive relationship to beef sales. This implies that as the price of 
lamb increases at Food City, or decreases at some competitor, the quantity 
of beef sold at Food City increases. 


As in the case of the other chains,the oo associated with the 
Food City demand equations is relatively low - - approximately .60. Although 
this implies that the equations explain only 60 percent of the variation 
in the dependent variable, this may be a little misleading because of the 
nature of the quantity data. The quantity data received from all of the 
chains relates to the quantity of beef shipped to all stores in each week, 
and not the actual quantity sold. As a result, the fact that some of the 
beef shipped is not sold, but held in inventory,wtil the next week, 
obviously affects the results and causes the R° to be lower than it other- 
wise would be. This point was verified by checking the residuals associated 
with each equation. In every case where the predicted value was substantially 
different from the actual value it was noted that this followed a week in 
which an unusually large shipment of beef had been made. This, of course, 
leads one to suspect that some of the large shipment had been carried over 
for sale in the following week causing the effect noted above. 


Aggregate Blasticities. Using the coefficient estimates shown in 
lable 21, elasticities were computed for all of the independent variables 
included in the demand analysis. These elasticities are shown in Table 22, 
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Table 21: Retail Demand Equations for Toronto Chains 


A and P 
Equation | eese mde s Obs wile fete 
; F se * , 
Qap = 25.304 BP,, + 26.582 BP. + 6.878 RPP,, + 0.082 BA,, 


(7.713) (8.716) (7.872) (0.074) 


F S fe 
- 0.155 OA,, + 0.056 BA, - 3.797 FEB - 1.495 MAY 
(0.105) (0.032) (0.469) (0.930) 


Equation 2 R? = ,43 Do Weer ee eed 


| ko” kt | 
= - 24.944 BPap + 27.057 BP. + 6.419 RPP a5 + 0.109 BAnp | 


(7.782) (8.804) (7.957) (0.089) 


Sap 


+ 0,089 PAs, - 0.126 OA,, + 0.057 BAr - 4.001 FEB’ - 1.573 MAY 
(0.089) (0.117) (0.032) (0.911) 0.945 

Equation 3 rR? = 44 D.W. = 2.03 
* * | 

Qap = - 24.612 BPA, + 27.574 BP. + 4 848 RPP, + 0.118 BAnp 
(7.969) (8.957) (8.384) (0.092) 

+ 0.051 PA,, - 0.131 OAnp + 0.065 BAY + 0.031 PA, - 0.015 OA 

(0.089) (on137) (07033) (0.036) (0.037) 


~ 4.119 FEB - 1.663 MAY 
(0.962) (0.978) 


(9.653) 


=<A6= 


Table 21: (continued) 
DOMINION 
Equation | R@ = .55 DW. = 2.2h 
* | y 69 BA 168 PA. 
Oy 7 - 121.807 BPD, + 258.050 RPP), + 3.269 BAD, - 3. ae 
(27.795) (127.407) (0.873) (1.125) 
+ 1.933 On, - 0.833 BAY - 22.139 JAN” - 19.323 FEB. - 16.115 AUG 
(0.681) (0.354) (7.762) (8.657) (9.428) 
Equation 2. R* = .56 D.W. = 2.00 
* 4° 248.46 3.345 BA. <= a. GhGLeAs 
6.5 - 120.172 BP), +°248.462 RPP), + 3.345 BAD, - 2.9 xe 
(32.539) (138.293) (0.921) (1.173) 
+ 1.759 OA, - 0.093 BA, - 0.809 PA, + 0.339 OA, - 19.952 JAN" 
(0.708) (0.309) (0.420) (0.309) (8.295) 
= 39.294 FEB -- 14.517 AUG 
(8.839) (9.560) 
Equation 3 R* = .55 OW. = 2.21 
Oy - 85.953 BP), - 37.401 BP. + 243.465 RPP), + 3.326 BAD, 
(93.874) (93.474) = (133.331) (0.299) 
* * *k * * 
- 3.339 PAL, + 1.981 OA, - 0.808 PA - 21.362 JAN - 19.418 FEB 
(1.210) (0.696) (0.362) (8.051) (8.718) 
- 15.409 AUG 
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Table 21: (continued) 


Equation 4k. Re = 56° DW. = 2c3 


Qny = - 77.794 BP), - 45.518 BP. + 234.467 RPP, + 3.447 BA 
(94.708) (95.452) (142.224) (0.948) 


* * ‘ 
eae l2g PAL |) + 1.819 OAny 7 0.119 BA, - 0.795 PA, + 0.345 0A, 
(1.241) (0.723) (0.316) (0.423) 0.311 


* * 
~ 19.108 JAN - 19.290 FEB - 13.592 AUG 


(8.535) (8.894) (9.849) 
LOBLAWS 
Equation | Re =o DW oe LOL 
# ae 
Qa, = - 44.350 BP, + 22.921 BP. - 29.561 RPP, + 0.094 BA) 
(14.850) (14.261) (37.446) (0.081) 
5 af : 
+ 0.245 0A,, + 0.098 BA, - 7.134 JUL” - 2.857 AUG 
(0.134) (0.059) (1.971) (1.889) 
Equation 2 R? = £530 ow. = 41560 
Qa: - 44.325 BPT, + 22.739 BP, - 28.988 RPP, + 0.092 BA, 
(14.965) (14.453) (38.045) (0.082) 
- 0.010 PA,, + 0.246 OA, + 0.089 BAY - 7.129 JUL~ - 2.867 AUG 
(0.082) (0.136) (0.061) (1.986) (1.906) 
Equation 3 R? = Se ES ee, 
a. * - 43.734 BP + 21.926 BP, - 29.990 RPP), + 0.100 BA), 


(15.425) (14.733) (38.692) (0.087) 


SAGe 


Table 21: (continued) 


- 0.003 PA, + 0.237 OA, + 0.092 BA. - 0.029 PA. - 0.029 OA, 
(0.086) (0.145) (0.063) (0.070) (0.059) 


- 7.086 JUL” - 2.968 AUG 
(2.038) (1.974) | 


MIRACLE FOOD MART 


Equation | R~ = .60 Diwan) 1s SS 


* * 
Quy = - 24.495 BP, + 13.040 RPP, - 0.050 BA, + 3.757 MAR 
(3.459) (15.719) (0.098) (1.119) 
- 4.253 JUL” 
(1.427) 
2 


Equation 2 Re = ..60) DsWe =51,.52 


Quy = eV, 139°BP = 15. feo) Bea IW HOD RPP Yee 001s Baie 
(12.425) (13.574) (15.737) (0.114) 


+ 4.090 MAR” - 4.080 JUL” 
(1.156) (1.433) 


Equation 3 R = .62 D.W. = 1.64 


* 
Quy = - 23.048 BP at 7.569 RPP ay - 0.006 Baas OrTe7 AEA 
(3.479) (16.115) (0.099) (0.110) 


+ 0.112 OA,, + 4.150 MAR” - 4.499 JUL” 


(0.068) (1.118) (1.430) 


-~ 49 — 


' Table 21: (continued) 


Equation 4 R2 = 66 D.W. = 1.77 


¥ é 
= - 20.188 open 10.420 Rese 0.049 Baya 0.142 Bhan 
(3.774) (16.441) (0.098) (0.114) 
+ 0.089 OA, + 0.048 BA, + 0.049 PA. + 0.073 OA, + 4.51] MAR - 4.100 JUL” 
(0.070) (0.032) (0.049) (0.045) (1.118) (1.388) 
FOOD CITY 
Equation ] R? = ,59 Poul eee ee 
* * ; * 
o, = ~- 51.800 Ne aeee: 31.804 Beat 13.939 RPee et 7.620 RPL. 
(14.184) (12.882) (23.488) (2.284) 
+ 0.804 BAS, - 0.175 OAL + 3.695 NOV" 
(0.157) (0.048) (1702) 
Equation 2 R2 = .60 D.“,. = 2.54 
Qe. = - 4B.44] BPr, + 27.495 BPC + 19.328 RPPE, + 8.385 RPLee 
(14.607) (13.510) (23.587) (2.369) 


+ 0.769 BAe 0.247 PA, - 0.097 OAL, - 0.166 OA. + 3.800 NOV 
(0.165) (0.224) (0.172) (0.049) (1.716) 


Equation 3 | R? = .60 DoWeee= 2550 
ke * * 
= - 54.608 BP + 34.472 BP, + 22.843 RPPe, + 8.564 RPLE, 


Cre 
(17.040) (16.262) (24.504) (2.494) 


+ 0.730 BA - 0.205 PAz, - 0-093 OA, + 0.043 BAL - 0.001 PA, 
(0.174) (0.235) (0.177) - (0,053) (0.057) 


- 0.175 OA" + 3.732 NOV" 
(0.051) (1.739) 


where the starred values denote elasticities computed from significant 
coefficients.? 


The own price elasticities in Table 22 show considerable 
variation among the five chains. In general, the own price elasticities 
for A and P and Food City are fairly high, while the own price elasticities 
for Dominion, Loblaws and Miracle Food Mart are substantially lower. The 
information in this table also shows large differences between the level 
of pricing and advertising related elasticities. In every case the price 
related elasticities are higher than the advertising related elasticities. 
This indicates that the consumers' percentage response to price changes 
is larger than their percentage response to advertising changes. 


Demand Analysis for Individual Cuts 


In addition to estimating demand functions for total beef sales 
by chain, an attempt was also made to estimate separate demand functions for 
individual beef cuts. Only two chains - — Dominion and Food City - - were 
used in this analysis. These chains, however, should be fairly representative 
of beef retailing conditions in the Toronto market. 


In the basic model used in this analysis the dependent variable 
was weekly sales of each cut and the independent variable were: (1) own cut 
prices, (2) competitors' cut prices, (3) ow substitute prices (pork, 
chicken, veal and lamb), (4) competitors' substitute prices, (5) own 
advertising (individual cuts, total beef, total pork and total other 
meats), (6) competitors’ advertising, and (7) seasonal dummies. 


Because the data supplied by the retailers was expressed only in 
hundredweight of carcasses, quarters and primals, some method was required 
to convert this information into weekly sales of individual cuts. The 
method chosen for this study was the aggregating procedure developed by 
the Canadian Cattlemen's Association. In this application, however, a reverse 
procedure was used since the objective was to breakdown carcasses, quarters, 
and primals into retail cuts instead of the usual application of aggregating 
retail cuts into carcasses. Although this method provides satisfactory estimates 
of retail cut quantities, the reader should be aware of the fact that it 
does not allow for differences in cutting percentages, and hence may introduce 
‘ some error into the quantity estimates. 


The larger number of individual beef cuts considered and the 
interaction possibilities among these cuts led to a situation where an ex- 
trememly large number of independent variables were eligible for inclusion 
in any of the demand equations. Because of the inherent problems involved 
in estimating and interpreting equations of such size, a procedure was 
developed to reduce the size of each equation while preserving as much in- 
formation as possible. This procedure consisted of two steps. First, an 
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An elasticity measures the percentage change in quantity demanded given 


a@ one percent change in an explanatory variable with all other factors 
held «constant. 


equation consisting of the ow price and ow advertising variables was estimated, 
While allowing Lor the possibility of any of the other variable entering 

the equation in a stepwise manner. ‘The information obtained was then used to 
Select variables for inclusion in the equations in the next step, provided 
they met two inclusion criteria. These criteria were that the variable had 
to have the correct (hypothesized) sign and that they had to be significant 
at a level Sf p:45.20. The second step in this procedure consisted of re- 
estimating each equation using the stepwise option of SPSS to pull in all 

of the variables meeting the above criteria. Although this strict procedure 
was followed for most cuts, slight deviations from the procedure were made 

in some instances where it appeared that this would improve the results. 


The estimated equations for Dominion are shown in Appendix Table 
Deel. and for Food City in Appendix Table D.2. ‘the definition of symbols 
used in these equations are as follows: 


Q Quantity sold per week 
Ie Individual cut price 
SP Advertised specials 
REP Relative price of pork 
RPV Relative price of veal 
RPL Relative price of lamb 
BA Beef ads 
PA Pork ads 
OA Other meat ads 
DM Dominion 
FC Food City 
BRR Bottom Round Roast 
CRR Cross Rib Roast 
ERR Eye of Round Roast 
PSRS Point Sirloin Roast and Steak 
PRR Prime Rib Roast 
RR Rump Roast 
SRR Short Rib Roast 
TRR Top Round Roast 
SR Shoulder Roast 
BS Porterhouse Steak 
RB Rib Steak 
Ss Sivioin. Steak 
WS Wing Steak 
MBCS Minced Beef /Chuck/Steak 


Individual Cut Demand Analysis for Dominion. Using the coefficients 


computed for the equation in Appendix Table D.1., elasticities were calculated 
for each independent variable. These elasticities are shown in Table 23. 
The starred values indicate elasticities computed from statistically sig- 


nificant coefficients. 


Table. 22: Aggregate Demand Elasticitles for Beef, Toronto. 


A AND P 
Equation 
Equation 
Equation 


DOMINION 
Equation 
Equation 
Equation 
Equation 


LOBLAWS 
Equation 
Equation 


Equation 3 


MIRACLE 
Equation 
Eguatlon 
Equation 
Equation 


FOOD CITY 
Equation 
Equation 
Equation 


Fwhp — 
—m Mh 
8) ere 


why 


OWN 


-05 
04 


04 


-07 


Table 
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Cross Eye of 
Rib Round 
Roast : Roast 
eer: 1.20 
24" 
= 07 aw 
4.67 
32 
60" 


Point Prime 
Sirloin Rib 
Roast __ Roast. 
-}.09 =1205" 
.02 .08" 
eeese 
= 05° 
- .06 
® 
19, 
- .20 
e25 


Individual Cut Demand Elasticities for Dominion, Toronto 


Rump Short 
Roast Rib 
Roast 
6.52" Sy 
.03 
7.02" 
- 14 
1.15 
1.20 
09" 
ns 


Table 23: (continued) 


-Shoulder Porterhouse. RIb ; Strioltn Wing Minced Beef/ 
Roast Steak Steak Steak Steak Chuck/Steak 
aS ER Ra ee at a Ke <r aais F ET. 
-}.45 -1.26 02 -1.33 -1.27 - ,28 
k x 
: - 04 02 Og .03 
DM 00 19 
PSRS 
BRR 
RR 
02" 
TRR r 
+ 4 e 
WS ha 015 
* 
f 
PRR -07 
PPS - .04 
$5 - .03 
PRR. 
RRe 
PANBCR, ~ .03 
x iat ok 
RPP 5.14 5.98 4,76 
RPL 1.18 
DM * * * * 
- weer - 134 - .29 = 29°. (=. 


* * 
“DM 30 5} 37 34 ay 
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ar Several interesting observations can be made concerning the 
elasticities in Table 22 for Dominion. First, most of the own price 
elasticities are significant, and all of the Significant elasticities have 
the correct sign. The magnitude of these elasticities range from a low of 
see for short rib roast to a high of -7.46 for top round roast. When 
considered in relation to the crass price elasticities with other Cure. 
at can be seen that the higher own elasticities are always associated 
with significant cross elasticities. This, of course, indicates that 
those cuts with high ow elasticities have close substitutes. In the 
case of Dominion those cuts with high own price elasticities (bottom 
round roast, rump roast and top round roast) are all from the roumd 
primal. The substitutes for these cuts, as evidenced by their high 


cross price elasticities, are eyeofround roast and point Sirloin 
<oast and steak. 


In the case of the ow cut advertising elasticities the results 
Show that only four of these elasticities are Significant. The sienifreant 
advertising elasticities are for cross rib roast, prime rib roast, 
porterhouse steak and rib steak. Some cross advertising elasticities with 
other Dominion cuts and with cuts in other chains were also found to be 
Significant. Most of these were negative and very small. 


Advertising elasticities were also calculated for total beef, 
pork and other meats. Results here showed that total beef ads were not 
Significant in most cases while total pork ads were Significant and 
negative for eight out of the 14 cuts. All of the five significant other 
meat advertising elasticities were positive. 


Finally, cross product elasticities were computed between each of 
the individual beef cuts and the relative prices of pork, veal and lamb. 
Although only a few of the elasticities for veal amd lamb were significant, 
several of the elasticities for pork were significant and fairly large - - 
in the 4.0 to 6.0 range. It is interesting to observe that most of the 
Significant cross product elasticities for pork are associated with steaks. 
This implies a strong substitute relationship between these two product 
classes. 


Individual Cut Demand Analysis for Food City. A similar analysis 


was performed for the same 1! individual beef cuts at Food City. Results of 
this analysis, in the form of various elasticities, are presented in Table 
24 and in equation form in Appendix Table D.2. As before, the starred 
values denote elasticities computed from significant coefficients. 


Contrary to the results for Dominion, most of the own price 
elasticities for Food City were found to be insignificant. Porterhouse — 
steak and wing steak were the only two cuts exhibiting significant negative 


elasticities. The opposite situation occurred in the case of the own 
Savertising elasticities. Here 12 out of the 14 elasticities for Food City 
Riess 


were positive and significant compared to only four for Dominion. — sa 
differences would seem to imply that price is more effective in peed: 
ini 1 bsing i | Pood iay. 
beef sales at Dominion, whie advertising 1s more effective at : : : 
Mis result is consistent with earlier findings in the aggregate demanc 


analysis. 


Table 24: Individual Cut Demand Elasticities for Food City, Toronto. 
Bottom Cross Eye of Potnt Prime Rump Short 
Round Rib Round Striotn RIb Roast RIb 
Roast Roast Roast Roast Roast Roast 
Prec 216 -1.16 a3 ~1.32 .69 -2.13 -.16 
x ® * x * 
SPee 214 .32 .02 it2 | .16 al 
PERR 
PpsRs 
Res 
SP 03" 
TRR -03 
* tk 
SPop ame ley =n 
* 
SPes bx: .05 E10 25 
oPBRISK ~ 203 
oP eRR V2 
* 
oP eRR : - .19 
SP opr 
>Posrs 
RPP 6.65 9.25 497 4.52 
RPV * 
x 
BALE -33 12 35 
* 
OAce - .20 - .28 
OA - .95" 


Table 


PBRISK 
BRR 
CRR 
PRR 


sPosrs 


RPP 
RPV 
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(continued) 
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Round Roast 
Roast 
- .00) - .75 
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a 
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ee 


1.72 
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Steak 


66 


* 
.10 


5.85" 


SIrloin Wing 


Steak Steak 
* 

- ,52 -3.59 
18" .29 
6.33 

- ,02 
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x 
SBis 725) 


Minced Beef/ 
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Another interesting result of the Food City analysis deals with 
the cross price elasticities between the relative price of pork and the 
_ sales of individual beef cuts. Some very high elasticities were observed 
here with the highest being 9.25 for point sirloin roast and steak. Where- 
as these elasticities were mainly associated with the roasts at Dominion, 
they tended to be associated with all types of beef cuts at Food City. 


5. Conclusions 


The purpose of this study has been to analyze the beef pricing 
and advertising practices of Toronto supermarkets. The major conclusions 
of this research are: 


1. Beef advertising expenditures as a percent of sales appear 
to be "reasonable" based on comparisons with other non-meat 
products. However, when compared with other meat products, 
particularly pork, these expenditures seem to be low. 


2. Beef advertising expenditures are inversely related to beef 
prices. If advertising increases the demand for beef, this 
would increase total revenue in the beef industry. Advertis- 
ing is therefore important during periods of low prices and 
large supplies. 


3. The most frequently and consistently advertised meat items 
are processed meats. These are followed by beef, pork, 
poultry, lamb and veal. 


4. There appears to be a lack of direct competition in beef 
advertising by chains. Apparently each chain has certain 
"favourite" beef cuts they tendto "special" frequently. 

In general, these cuts are not heavily advertised by other 
chains. This finding was substantiated by the individual 
cut demand analysis where only a very small number of sig- 
nificant relationships were found between sales at one chain 
and advertising at competitive chains for specific cuts. 


5. Considerable differences exist in the extent of advertising 
for individual beef cuts. In general, the roast cuts are 
advertised most heavily followed by other beef cuts and steaks. 
A comparison of the level of advertising for each cut with its 
own advertising elasticity reveals some tendency among chains 
to feature items with higher advertising elasticities. These 
cuts, however, while advertised more frequently than other 
cuts, are discounted approximately the same as other items. 


6. In almost all cases those beef cuts receiving very high ad- 
vertising allocations are lower-priced beef cuts - - those 
which need extra "sales push". In particular, frozen and minced 
beef products are advertised more heavily than other beef cuts. 
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There 18 considerable variation among beef cuts in the extent 
of the difference between regular and advertised prices. 
Steaks usually sell at the largest discount when "specialed". 


In only 2.6 percent of the cases are the special prices of any 
chain higher than the regular prices of competing chains in 

the same period. This implies that consumers can be relatively 
Sure that the lowest price in newspaper advertisements of beef 


Specials represents the lowest price for that cut in the market 
area. 


There are very large differences in the same period among 
advertised prices for identical cuts. This implies that 
consumers can benefit substantially by using newspaper 
advertising to shop aroundfor their beef purchases. 


Some sizeable differences exist among chains in the average 
carcass values for beef. However, with the exception of A and 
P, these differences are probably small enough that they are 
not visible to consumers even though they are statistically 
Significant and very important to the chains. 


For every primal and cut there are statistically significant 
differences between the highest and lowest-priced chains. 
Since this appears to be relatively consistent over long 
periods, it may pay for consumers to shop around for their 
beef purchases, even when advertising is not specifically 
taken into account. 


Price variability over time for carcass values is similar 
among chains, while for individual cuts price variability 
is much greater, particularly for steaks and minced beef. 


The inter-chain correlation for carcass prices is quite high 
compared to primals and cuts. This implies that while 

retailers follow somewhat different pricing practices at the 
primal and cut level, the combined effect of these different 
practices yield a fairly similar result at the carcass level. 


Mere are some seasonal effects in the pricing pattern Tor beef 
euts. The most notable effects are the consistently lower 
prices for steaks and higher prices for minced beef in the 
winter months. This study, however, found no distinetive 
seasonal pattern in beef advertising. 


The relationship of cut prices to carcass values varies widely 
across chains in the Toronto market. 
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For each chain, sales of beef cuts are very sensitive 
(price-elastic) to their own price such that a one percent 
price decrease would generate more than a one percent increase 
in sales. Thus, there is some incentive for chains to lower 
prices since such a strategy results in an increase in total 
revenue assuming everything else (e.g. competitors' prices) 
remains the same. 


Beef prices of competitors have only a minor influence on sales 
at the larger chains. Competitive prices are, however, more 
important for the smaller chains (A and P and Food City). 


In the aggregate, sales of beef are not very sensitive to 
prices of other products (cross price inelastic), at least 
over the period covered by this study. 


The impact of advertising on sales is positive for most chains; 
however, a one percent change in the number of ads has less 
impact than a one percent change in price. This does not, 
however, imply that reducing prices is preferable to increasing 
advertising if the objective of the firm is profit maximization. 
Such a determination obviously depends on the costs of the two 
approaches. 


Pork advertising tends to have a negative effect on beef 
sales while other meat advertising has a positive effect. 
The advertising of competitors in general is not very 
important. 


Sizeable differences exist among the response of sales to 

a firm's own price change. These are probably due to 
differences in store location, store type, customer type, 

etc. Sufficient data wes not available to determine the exact 
reasons for these differences. . 
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APPENDIX A 


ADVERTISING ANALYSIS 
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Table A.1. Number of Advertised Beef Items By Month and By Chain, 
Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 


Number of Items Per Paper 


Miracle 
A and P Dominion Loblaws Food Mart Food City 

Jan. 1974 1.8 2 5.4 6.6 ie 
Feb. 1974 1.0 5.0 7 Tas 6 
Mar. 1974 iy 6.0 4.2 re 05 
Apr. 1974 oe hs 45 6.0 22 
May 1974 6.0 2.8 6.4 9.8 0.4 
Jun. 1974 ree 2.8 Soe 5.0 ay 
Jul. 1974 6.0 1.8 5.2 6.6 1.8 
Aug. 1974 47 ce oe ey: 257 
Sep. 1974 2G 2.8 5.5 Be. ee 
Oct. 1974 ite 4.0 5.4 6.4 1.6 
Nov. 1974 20 4.2 i073 7:9 1.7 
Dec. 1974 6.8 122 3.0 2 2.0 
pai a lee es eae Ng «ae ele ke 
Jan. 1975 re Lh .6 12.4 738 72 
Feb. 1975 13.0 10.5 8.2 6.5 5.2 
Mar. 1975 6.5 3.0 5.5 ee 2.0 
Apr. 1975 8.2 2.8 13.6 6.6 3.6 
May 1975 7.8 3.8 5.0 oe 3.25 


Jim. Wars 5.0 ee S322 6.2 ey: 


Average ae 3.8 6.5 G8 2.6 
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Table A.2. Number of Advertised Pork Items by Month and By Chain, 
Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 


Number of Items Per Paper 


Miracle 
A and P Dominion Loblaws Food Mart Food City 

Jan. 1974 ip Gaz 5.2 4.0 ie 
Feb. 1974 9.0 7.0 4S hoy 3.5 
Mar. 1974 O22 Bie 5.7 one, 2.5 
Apr. 1974 6.2 5.5 ey 5.5 356 
Hay 1974 150 6.0 3.8 7.6 ie 
Jun. 1974 5.3 45 5.0 oo 1.5 
Jul. 1974 peas 4.6 5.6 Grad ghee 
Aug. 1974 ORG 3.5 4.0 rane 4.0 
Sep. 1974 6.0 o.2 5.0 2.0 4.0 
Oer. 1974 4.6 4.0 4.6 4.0 2.6 
Nov. 1974 5.0 5.2 5.5 4S 2.5 
Dec. 1974 2a 45 6.0 3.5 3.5 
Jan.) 1975 2.4 2.6 30 2.6 0.8 
Feb. 1975 ay 3.0 [052 oy? 2.5 
Mar. 1975 6.0 47 6.5 4.0 a5 
Apr. 1975 6.0 5.4 13.4 6.0 Bea? 
May 1975 eo 4.0 on2 BG 2585 
Jun. 1975 Bee 4.5 6.0 Eo ige 
Average 5.2 ay 6.0 5.0 2.5 
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Table A.3. Number of Advertised Poultry Items By Month and By Chain, 
Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 


Number of Items Per Paper 


Miracie 
A and P Dominion Loblaws Food Mart Food City 
Jan. 1974 A) by: Line 44 0.4 
Feb. 1974 2.0 520 Zo 6.2 O35 
Mar. 1974 Ze 325 2.0 4.0 On5 
Apr. 1974 Sue 520 2.0 Bef 0.7 
May 1974 252 ag) 2.4 5.8 0.8 
Jun. 1974 320 eae Pee?) Fae: Fa5 
Jul. 1974 2-0 340 Sig 7.4 [0 
Aug. 1974 2.5 1.5 pe oe 120 
Sep. 1974 bed 220 5.2 pays Oe 
Oct. 1974 pags 220 2.6 2.6 Tso 
Nov. 1974 4.2 Z20 | Ee ALS bay 
Dec. 1974 355 2t5 a5 6.5 Zk 
Jan. 1975 0.8 1.28 oe | 4.8 l8 
Fep., 1975 Oe ees Ce ee O25 
Mer. 1975 200) lea 4.7 47 ese 
Apr. 1975 3.4 0.4 1.8 258 0.4 
May 1975 22} keg ae 235 a0 
gun. 1875 3.6 12 2.0 Lee ie 


Table A.4. Number of Advertised Veal Items By Month and By Chain, 
Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 


Number of Items Per Paper 


Miracle 
A and P Dominion Loblaws Food Mart Food City 

Jan. 1974 - - - ~ - 
Feb. 1974 - ~ - - = 
Mar. 1974 ~ - - 1.0 - 
Apr. 1974 - = - ee - 
May 1974 ~ = E 0.8 5 
Jun. 1974 - = zs 0.8 i 
Jul. 1974 - : : 1.0 
Aug. 1974 - - 0.5 rc 
Sep. 1974 ~ : ‘ ‘ 1 
Oct. 1974 - 2 ; 0.2 ; 
Nov. 1974 = 4 0.2 1.0 5 
Dec. 1974 ~ ; : ed 
Jan. 1975 - 0.2 : i ‘ 
Feb. 1975 - ; : i a 
Mar. 1975 F; Z - ah ae 
Apr. 1975 é i : a a 
fey oR 0.7 : ; a2 i 
Jun. 1975 - 120 = 1.2 Ut 

i 2 120 0.8 


> 
< 
1a) 
= 
® 
ve) 
a) 
t 

(@) 


a 


Table A.5. Number of Advertised Lamb Items By Month and By Chain, 
Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 


Number of Items Per Paper 


Miracle 

A and P Dominion Loblaws Food Mart Food City 
Jan. 1974 - 0.2 : 0.8 - 
Feb. 1974 = = = 0.2 7 
Mar. 1974 On2 0.5 025 Wie) = 
Apr. 1974 : . 0.7 hes - 
May 1974 - - 0.4 1.0 - 
Jun. 1974 = - Ou5 0.8 = 
Sa ae rm eh ee ele 
Jul. 1974 = = = 0.6 Ds 
Aug. 1974 - - D7 as - 
Sep. 1974 0.2 0.2 eo 0.5 0.2 
Oct. 1974 0.6 | Le 0.6 fee 0.8 
Nov. 1974 = = 0.8 bcd 0.7 
Dec. 1974 “s = 0:5 OZ = 
fr a a 
Jan. 1975 0.4 0.6 = 0.4 0.6 
Feb. 1975 bie = OT On Oy 
Maras 1975 OZ omy. 0.3 ee 0.7 
Apr. 1975 1.4 re 0.6 Oud 0.7 
May 1975 0.2 0,2 0.5 = = 


Jun. 1975 0.6 ey = O22 = 


Average 0-3 O34 0.4 0.7 Oe? 
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Table A.6. Number of Processed Meat Items By Month and By Chain, 
Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 


Number or tems, (Per. Pope aa 


Miracle 
A and P Dominion Loblaws Food Mart —- Food City 

Jan. 1974 4.8 8.8 6.2 5.0 E26 
Feb. 1974 6.2 9.2 45 5.2 3 7 
Mar. 1974 5.0 9.2 6.5 6.2 2.5 
Apr. 1974 6.7 Say 6.5 9.2 ae: 
May 1974 5.8 10.8 Sie 10.0 fe 
Jun. 1974 5.3 8.0 6.7 12.5 lay. 
i i ee Se 
Jul. 1974 6.6 10.6 6.8 9.4 226 
Aug. 1974 6.0 9.7 6.5 8.5 3.5 
Sep. 1974 6.5 8.2 Tet 5.0 oe 
Oct. 1974 6.4 9.6 8.4 Fea) 4.2 
Nov. 1974 6.5 10.0 fie 10.2 307 
Dec. 1974 Hee 6.5 9.0 9.2 222 
Jan. 1975 7.8 ie 12.0 eee h 6 
Feb. 1975 ey ily Ose 10.0 a7 
Mar. 1975 Zoo 720 10.5 P22 5.0 
Apr. 1975 h 8 8.4 10.2 6.6 4.8 
May 1975 6.7 8.0 9.0 oo 5.0 
Jun. 1975 ue Tae 10.0 8.7 2.7 

Average 6.3 9.2 8.1 8.3 aoe 


Jan. 
Feb. 
Mar. 


Apr. 


May 


Jun. 


Jul. 
Aug. 
Sep. 
Oct. 
Nov. 


Dec. 


Jan. 
Feb. 
Mar. 


Apr. 


May 


dun. 


Table A.7. Number of Ads and Average Prices for Bottom Round Roast Specials 


By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 


=68= : ) 
, 
| 
| 
! 


Miracle 
i Lob] Food Mart | Food City 
A and P Dominion oblaws fete) ar fore) i 


| Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Averé| 
of Ads Price jof Ads Price | of Ads Price of Ads Price of Ads Price 


se ES ee So ae eee ee ne Ee ee ee Se aeaaieniinemeniamenee ed eee eo i 


1974 1.58 | 
1974 1 
1974 1.58 1.48 
1974 1 1.34 1.38 
1974 1.28 
{ 
| 

1975. | 2 1.45 1.58 
2 1.48 ve are 1.36 | 

1.28 1.28 1.24 
1.18 2 1.42 2 1.26 
Dale 1.25 1.28 


1974 


. 1974 
. 1974 


1974 
1974 
1974 


1974 


. 1974 
. 1974 


1974 
1974 
1974 


1975 
1975 
1975 
1975 
1975 
1975 


Table: ALS. 


=602 


Number of Ads and Average Prices for Cross Rib Roast Specials 


By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 


A and P 


| Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Average 
Price 


of Ads 


Dominion 


of Ads Pric2 


l 1:28 
| hs 
2 1.08 
/ estels 
l 0.94 


2 1.10 
] 0.88 
a) 0.96 
1 0295 
1 0.94 


Loblaws 


| of Ads 


Price 


Miracle 
Food Mart 


| of Ads 


od Ser 8 aesaee ae a errs SSR 


Price 


0.98 


Food City 


| Number 
| of Ads 


Average 
Price 


1207 


ap. 1974 
. 1974 


- 1974 
» 1974 


- 1975 
- 1975 
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Table A.9. Number of Ads and Average Prices for Eye of Round Roast Specials | 
; By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. | 


Miracle ' 
A and P | Dominion Lob! aws Food Mart Food City 


Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Avera 
of Ads Price of Ads Price {of Ads Price |of Ads Price j|of Ads Price 


Ona ENED eerccccemumecssrcee: fo eee Ae SS ace ee cee anres ee ee ens oreo 


1974 
1974 


AAS RAEN TS PERIL LOE NE ELE LITE LORE BESET SETI OT I IESE MES OAL SILA T LS 


1974 
1974 


1974 


1974 
1974 
1974 


71975 ) | i 4 1.99 


. 1975 
1975 
1975 


eb. 1975 
lar. 1975 
pr. 1975 
lay 1975 


Table A.10. Number of Ads and Average Prices for Point Sirloin Roast Specials 
By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 


| Miracle 
A and P Dominion Loblaws Food Mart Food City 


Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Average 
of Ads’ Price of Ads Price of Ads Price jof.Ads Price |of Ads Price 


eee atl ooo Te emameamemmiemmeetainmenemad ee a ere 


| 1.65 
ae Oe 1.78 
| 1.48 | 
1.38 | 1.76 
] 1.38 


oe 


Table A.11. Number of Ads and Average Prices for Prime Rib Roast (1-5 rib) 
Specials By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 


| Miracle 
A and P Dominion Loblaws Food Mart Food City 


Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Avere 
of Ads Price of Ads Price of Ads Price of Ads Price of Ads Price 


Se oS Sees oe ee eee a te ee ee eee i ecemmeaiaemieeal 


Jan. 1974 1.28 1.38 head 
Feb. 1974 1.34 ret ne 1.38 } 
Mar. 1974 | 1 Lae 2 128 2: tie if 
Apr. 1974 | vu 215 3 ye | 
May 1974 | | 
Jun. 1974 : 
Jul. 1974 
Aug. 1974 | 
Sep. 1974 ! 
Oct. 1974 
Nov. 1974 | 
Dec. 1974 ( 
Jan. 1975 1.48 1.24 
Feb. 1975 Mae Ie 123 1.2¢ 
Mar. 1975 1.28 1.08 | 1 leek 
Apr. 1975 | | 1.08 
May 1975 


Jun. 1975 


Table A.12. Number of Ads and Average Prices for Prime Rib Roast (6-7 rib) 
Specials By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 


Miracle 
A and P Dominion : Loblaws | Food Mart Food City 


Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Average 
of Ads Price of Ads Price |of Ads Price |of Ads Price |of Ads Price 


{ cece « Gaeueemeemes | 9 qsocseeee 0 emer | cece ee =f ee ff eee 


an. 1974 | ! | : 3 1.18 
2b. 1974 | | | ze 1.18 | 
ar. 1974 | 7 } | 14s | | 4 1.08 | 3 1.08 
or. 1974 | | 1 1.05 | 3 1.08 | 
ay 1974 | | : 3 mile 22 
ie. 1974 | | ae Pe 1.28 
ul. 1974 vem 
ug. 1974 
ep. 1974 1.15 
ct. 1974 ] 1228 
ov. 1974 | 1.44 
ec. 1974 1.15 2 1.22 
i. 1975 | a ap eee 1TH} 42 1.24 
Me 97s : : | | 3 oe ee 1.12 
jar. 1975 | M 0.98 | as) 0.98 | 4 0.98 
br. 1975 | 108 tt 52 0.98 | 4 0.98 
| 1975 | | | | 1.18 
| 1.58 


. 1975 : | eee 


ae 


Table A.13. Number of Ads and Average Prices for Rump Roast (Bone-in) Specials 
By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 


| Miracle 
A and P Dominion Loblaws Food Mart Food City 


| Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Avera 
| of Ads Price of Ads Price of Ads Price of Ads Price of Ads Price 


SS Ss ff eres = ee =f eee =f ee ee fo oe 


Jan. 1974 | I> 22 en 1.54 1.58 

Feb. 1974 | 3 1.61 a es 1.63 

Mar. 1974 er. 1.52 1.46 | 1.4 
Apr. 1974 | 1.34 1.38 
May 1974 1.48 

Jun. 1974 

Jul. 1974 

Aug. 1974 

Sep. 1974 

Oct. 1974 

Nov. 1974 

Dec. 1974 

Jan. 1975 | l 1.48 | 1.57 2 ie 
Feb. 1975 l 1.42 | ie 
Mar. 1975 | 1.18 

spr. 1975 | 1.28 1.48 I. 
tay 1975 oe 1.24 hy 


Jun. 1975 | 1: 


. 1974 
. 1974 
. 1974 
. 1974 


1974 


. 1974 


1974 


. 1974 
. 1974 
st. 1974 
. 1974 
. 1974 


los 
- 1975 
- 1975 
- 1975 


1975 
1975 


Table A.14. Number of Ads and Average Prices for Rump Roast (Boneless) 
Specials By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to 
June 1975. 


| | Miracle 
A and P Dominion Loblaws | Food Mart | Food City 


Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Average 
ofeAds, Price of Ads Price |of Ads Price |of Ads Price of Ads Price 


eS ee a ee oe eS ees | eee es ED 


2 1.68 1.68 
1 1.48 
1.38 
1.38 
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Table A.15. Number of Ads and Average Prices for Short Rib Roast (All bones in) 
Specials By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 


Miracle 
A and P Dominion Loblaws Food Mart Food City. 


| Number Average} Number Average | Number Average | Number Average } Number Aver 
of Ads Price of Ads Price of Ads Price of Ads Price of Ads Pric 


2 SS ee ooo od ee ee ae ee ee ooo eer es | 


Jan. 1974 : : | | ) 
Feb. 1974 | | 3 (i | 
Mar. 1974 
Apr. 1974 

May 1974 l 0.98 

Jun. 1974 } l 0.78 

Jul. 1974 

Aug. 1974 

Sep. 1974 

det. 1974 

Nov. 1974 

Dec. 1974 

Jan. 1975 | l 0.86 

Reb aio7s |ne 0.88 | 1 E72 

Mar. 1975 | | 0.84 

Apr. 1975 i272 0.68 

May 1975 | 0.75 


Jun. 1975 


Si 


Table A.16. Number of Ads and Average Prices for Short Rib Roast (Blade 


Bone Removed) Specials By Chain and By Month, Toronto, 
January 1974 to June 1975. 


Miracle 
A and P | Dominion | Loblaws Food Mart’ | Food City 


| Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Average 
ie | of Ads Price of Ads Price of Ads Price of Ads Price |of Ads Price 


an. 1974 | | 
eb. 1978 | | | - ) : a 
lar. 1974 | | : : re 
pr. 1974 | 2 0.9] | a 0.88 | 1 0.88 
lay 1974 0.98 | | 
i. 1974 | ) | | : ao 
| , : 
ful. 1974 
lug. 1974 
. 1974 
. 1974 ] 0.95 
- 1974 0.96 0.94 
. 1974 2 0.94 
ml975 a | 2 } 4 0.86 
. 1975 0.84 | | hee O77 len 0.84 
mie75 | | | | i 9 0.68 | 
eo] 5 2 0.83 ] 0.72 | 0.67 
1975 2 0.98 2 0.7) 
- 1975 0.74 3 0.75 On75 


Bg ove 


Table A.17. Number of Ads and Average Prices for Short Rib Roast (Boneless) 
Specials By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 


Miracle 
A and P Dominion Loblaws Food Mart Food City 


Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Averi 
of Ads Price af Adsre Price of Ads Price of Ads Price of Ads Price 


eee eee fem fm mf fe ee 


Jan. 1974 

Feb. 1974 

Mar. 1974 | Bec 

Apr. 1974 | 2 1.18 

May 1974 4 1228 

Jun. 1974 3 1.28 | 
Jul. 1974 5 1.26 | 
Aug. 1974 3 1.28 ) 
Sep. 1974 1.28 
Oct. 1974 2 Ree | 
Nov. 1974 | 
Dec. 1974 3 1.25 : 
Jan. 1975 3 1.25 | 
Feb. 1975 1.18 
Mar. 1975 1 1..08 

Apr. 1975 2 1.08 

May 1975 2 Tck8 
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Table A.18. Number of Ads and Average Prices for Chuck Roasts (All bones in) 
Specials By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 


: Miracle 
A and P Dominion | Loblaws Food Mart | Food City 


Number Average | Number Average} Number Average | Number Average | Number Average 
| of Ads Price of Ads Price |of Ads Price | of Ads Price of Ads Price 


(exper memes me we fe 


ee 1974 
bab. 1974 
far. 1974 ] 0.98 
\ipr. 1974 
fay 1974 
lun. 1974 


. 1974 
. 1974 
. 1974 
. 1974 
. 1974 
. 1974 


- 1975 


ei 9/5 ] 0.78 2 O77 01 


3 ] 


perg75°. |! 0.78 | : | 0.78 
mel975 | Oey 2 | 0.67 
1975 1 0.75 


1975 | 0.88 


1974 
1974 
1974 
1974 
1974 
1974 


1974 
1974 
1974 
1974 
1974 
1974 


1975 
1975 
175 
1975 
1975 
1975 


Table A.19. 


NEYO ET SOT OS RN ER LP 


a 


to June 1975. 


A and P 


Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Average |} Number Avera 


of Ads Price 


ee ff ee eee 


2 0.91 
2 0.98 
] 0.88 
2 0.98 
] 0.98 
] 0.98 
| 0.98 
2 0.86 
2 0.83 
2 0.98 


Dominion 


of Ads Price 


l 0.98 
0.94 


Z Oo 


| 0.74 


a9 (is 


Loblaws 


of Ads Price 


3 0.93 


l 0.89 


Number of Ads and Average Prices for Chuck Roast (Blade bone 
removed) Specials By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 


Miracle 
Food Mart 


of Ads Price 


ene ences ff ere Seemed 


2 0.88 
4 Osi 
Z 0.68 
3 0.69 


Food City 


of Ads Price 


Pete a hs 


Table A.20. Number of Ads and Average Prices for Chuck Roast (Boneless) 
Specials By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 


| Miracle 
A_and P | Dominion ! Lob! aws Food Mart | Food City 


| Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Average 
|of Ads Price | of Ads Price of Ads Price |of Ads Price |of Ads Price 


ecmenperetomanemmass 00 Geeta fee ee fo ee ees fo were wneccmeress [oo qe 


siya | | 4 lee 

gh | ie 1.28 | 2 1A 

1974 | rh oe 1.36 

meyo74 } 2 Veliseae ae 0.88 | 2 ee a 1.18 
1974 | 4 1.28 | 4 120) ens leis 

P97 | 3 1s [i 3 Rceie ae? 1.08 
1974 

. 1974 

. 1974 

. 1974 

. 1974 
1974 

. 1975 | 1 8 ae ey, 

E1975 Ly ee : 

mig75 | 1. 1.08 : foe 0.98 | 1 0.98 
1975 2 ¥208° | : 2 0.91 h 0.96 

0.98 


ieys. | 2 18 


1.975 l 1.23 ok 1.28 


She 


Table A.21. Number of Ads and Average Prices for Top Round Roast Specials 
By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 


Miracle 
A and P Dominion Loblaws Food Mart Food City 


Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Avera 
of Ads Price of Ads Price of Ads Price of Ads Price jof Ads Price 


ad ooo eeeseaiieienniieinebmestedl er ene eee S aeeenieieneieceemmeeeemmeeel _———e SS ere err oe 


Jan. 1974 
Feb. 1974 
Mar. 1974 


Apr. 1974 


{ERNE ROE TO AFORE TPN RCN OE EE 


May 1974 | | | 


Jun. 1974 | ; | |. 23 


Jul. 1974 
Aug. 1974 
Sep. 1974 


Pm IG RE AEE IIE 


Oct. 1974 
Nov. 1974 
Dec. 1974 


Jan. 1975 


Feb. 1975 | 2 1.68 | 1 1.54 1.48 | | 
Mar. 1975 | 1.68 | 1.54 | | 
Apr. 1975 1.48 | | 
May 1975 
Jun, 1975 


os 


Table A.22. Number of Ads and Average Prices for Round Bone Shoulder Roast 
Specials By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 


Miracle 
A and P Dominion Loblaws Food Mart Food City 


Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Average 
of Ads Price of Ads Price of Ads Price of Ads Price of Ads Price 


—_—oomemnnewes || qmauuEnee oo ee fe 
womecutemncemess eee «0 eee ee fee 


an. 1974 0.98 2 0.98 | 1 1.07 
eb. 1974 | | | | ie 1.09 
ar. 1974 | | | | ] 0.98 | | 0.99 
or. 1974 | 2 0.88 | | ime 0.88 | 
ay 1974 | 2 0.98 | | | Se el | 
un. 1974 0.88 | | 2 0.80 | 0.82 
ul. 1974 1 0.88 0.96 
ug. 1974 0.98 
ep. 1974 
ct. 1974 | 2 1.08 | 0.95 
ov. 1974 | 1 0.94 
ec. 1974 | ] 0.98 
. 1975 : 
leb. 1975 nas 0.82 | | 0.84 
- 1975 | | | 0.68 | 0.68 0.89 
. 1975 aa 0.78 | 3 0.85 | rae. 0.89 
1975 0.78 =. 0.85 3 0.69 0.89 
ia 0.75 De pe 0.95 


o.372 


Jan. 
Feb. 
Mar. 


Apr. 


May 


Jun. 


Jul. 
Aug. 
Sep. 
Oct. 
Nov. 


Dec. 


Jan. 
Feb. 
Mar. 


Apr. 


May 


Luin. 


1974 
1974 
1974 
1974 
1974 
1974 


1974 
1974 
1974 
1974 
1974 
1974 


1975 
1975 
1975 
ye 
1975 
1975 


Table A.23. Number of Ads and Average Prices for Flank Steak Specials 


Cpe Seo eR ST 


Pe POCA APR EE a 


(monemeassr 


rrr cctnren stone RSENS SCE eT CTT 


O42 


By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 


Miracle 
A_and P Dominion Loblaws Food Mart Food City | 


Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Avera: 
of Ads Price of Ads Price of Ads Price of Ads Price of Ads Price 


ens ee ee ee ee a ee Se eaeeeeee a ee ee eed eee 9 


| O27] 


aiede is 


Table A.24, Number of Ads and Average Prices for Porterhouse Steak Specials 
By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 


Miracle 
A and P | Dominion Loblaws | Food Mart Food City 


Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Average 
| of Ads Price |of Ads Price of Ads Price |of.Ads Price of Ads Price 


es fs eee fee ee | eee eeesemernneemessss fo exec eee 


1974 | ae um fo 1.69 | = 1.65 
e7h | ie ia |) 2 1.75 | | 
. 1974 fy 58. Shes 1.68 | : i 1.59 
. 1974 | Py 1.74 : 1.58 
1974 i } 2 ieee] | 
. 1974 te | : | 1.88 | : | Lae 
. 1974 
. 1974 
. 1974 1.49 
. 1974 1.48 
. 1974 
. 1974 
Bio7s | ho ne ae 1.68 | tae 1.65 
1975 | 2 eng be 62 1.54 | 1 1.48 | 
I 995 | | | , 4 39 
. 1975 ae 1.53 | _ 1.39 


1975 
n. 1975 


Table A.25. 


a a 


sein ec nae | 


Number 
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Number of Ads and Average Prices for Rib Steak Specials 


By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 


A and P 


of Ads Price 


SSS A | ae 0 eee 


La 


1.48 


Average 


Dominion 


Loblaws 


Miracle 
Food Mart 


Food City 


gr ee ee 


q 
; 
| 


Number Average | Number Average } Number Average | Number Avera 
of Ads Price 


of Ads Price 


of Ads Price 


a ree rere ee ee ee ceeiaaieeenhaieemiememmaneme eed ee re 


2 ere 
ee 
2 1.45 


| 138 
| Wes 32 
Zz 38 
2 1.48 


ob; 1.38 
3 hese 
& Wz 
2 haze 
yo Poe 
2 1.40 


| Leis 
Z 1.08 
4 1.08 
| ee 


1.33] 

: 
0.96 
2 1.18 
1.26 
2 1.4e 
2 1. Ae 
1 1.48 


AT NR IE EET |S 


an. 


eb. 


1974 
1974 


. 1974 
. 1974 


1974 


- 1974 


. 1974 
. 1974 
. 1974 
. 1974 
. 1974 
- 1974 


1975 
- 1975 
- 1975 
- 1975 
1975 
» 1975 


Oye 


Table A.26. Number of Ads and Average Prices for Sirloin Steak Specials 
By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 


Miracle 


A and P Dominion Loblaws | Food Mart Food City 


| Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Average 
of Ads Price OfeAds. Brice of Ads Price of Ads Price |of Ads Price 


meee eae eared oe ee ae a Se 
enn 


4] we: ies 1.58 


A 2 ices We es fe 1.54 
! | i 1.38 | 3 1.38 
| 1.54 1.28 
2 54 
] 1.66 


1 1.49 

2 baie a ee 78s. oe 1.34 | 3 1.48 
| : 1.39 
2 1.48 ] Be 


Jan. 
Feb. 
Mar. 


Apr. 


May 


Jun. 


Jul. 
Aug. 
Sep. 
Oct. 
Nov. 


Dec. 


Jan. 
Feb. 
Mar. 


Apr. 


May 


Jun. 


1974 
1974 
1974 
1974 
197% 
1974 


1974 
1974 
1974 
1974 
1974 
1974 


1975 
loz 
1975 
1975 
1975 
1975 


Table A.27. Number of Ads and Average Prices for Sirloin Point Steak Specials 
By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 


A and P 


Number Average 


of Ads Price 


——eee ee en” fo — Oe ce iC . ] CW 8 


SOR RTI 


2 ee 


Miracle 
Dominion : Loblaws Food Mart Food City. 


Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Avere 
of Ads Price of Ads Price of Ads Price of Ads Price 
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Table A.28. Number of Ads and Average Prices for Wing Steak Specials 
By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 


Miracle 
A and P Dominion | Loblaws . Food Mart Food City 


Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Average 
of Ads Price of Ads Price |of Ads Price |of Ads Price of Ads Price 


Secor eee ea —SSSeas ff ee see Eeameeenee ee Sa eso meee 


an. 1974 | 3 ee | 1.69 | | ee, we 
eb. 1974 | | 3 a | 
ar. 1974 | 2 Weta | : 
pr. 1974 | | | | Py yas 
lay 1974 ? 2 1.43 | 
. 1974 | : | 1.75 
. 1974 
. 1974 
. 1974 ] 1.49 
- 1974 1.48 
. 1974 
. 1974 
. 1975 | | } 1.62 | 2 1.58 | - 1.65 
. 1975 ia ee oe 1.34 | ; 1.39 
: 1.32 1.39 


- 1975 | : et 
r. 1975 | be 
1975 
1975 
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Table A.29. Number of Ads and Average Prices for Cube Steak Specials 


. 
| 
By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to June L975. | 
| 


Miracle 
A and P | Dominion Loblaws Food Mart Food City | 


Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Average } Number Averac 


of Ads Price of Ads Price of Ads Price of Ads Price lof Ads Pricem 


| REA —_——— O_O 


5 1.86 

2 1.91 

2 1.83 1.18 1.79 
3 1.81 0.98 

3 1.88 

2 1.88 


3 As l 1.88 
2 1.88 3 1.66 | 1.68 
| 1.68 2 1.68 
| 1.68 3 ie 7e 
| legs 5) | 


ae 


Table A.30. Number of Ads and Average Prices for Chuck Steak Specials 
By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 


Miracle 
A and P Dominion Loblaws Food Mart Food City 


Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Average | Number Average 
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Table A.3]. 
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Number of Ads and Average Prices for Round Steak Specials 
By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 
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Table A.32. 


Number of Ads and Average Prices for Beef Steakette Specials 
By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 


Miracle 
A and P : Dominion Loblaws Food Mart Food City 
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Table A.33. Number of Ads and Average Prices for Round Bone Shoulder Steak { 

Specials By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to 

June 1975. 
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Table A.34. Number of Ads and Average Prices for Point Brisket Specials 
By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 
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Table A.35. Number of Ads and Average Prices for Plate Brisket Specials 
By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 
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Table A.36. Number of Ads and Average Prices for Shank Centre Specials 
By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 
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Table A.37. Number of Ads and Average Prices for Stewing Beef Specials 
By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 
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Table A.38. Number of Ads and Average Prices for Minced Beef Specials 
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By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 
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Table A.39. Number of Ads and Average Prices for Minced Chuck Specials 
By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 
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Table A.40. Number of Ads and Average Prices for Minced Round Specials 
By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 
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Table A.41. Number of Ads and Average Prices for Hamburger Patty Specials 
| By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 
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Fable A.N2. Number of Ads and Average Prices for Beef Liver Specials 
By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 
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Table A.43. Number of Ads and Average Prices for Beef Braising Rib Specials 
By Chain and By Month, Toronto, January 1974 to June 1975. 
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Table Dl: Retail Demand Equations for Individual Cuts at Dominion 


Bere actndinoest: RY & 44. DiWi ® 249 


ous k * | | * * 
Gain L775 = 13.971 Pus, + 1.420 Sea: 147582 Pog + 2.678 MAR 
(4.197) (1.667) (4.762) (1.232) 


Cross Rib Roast R? = .75, D.W. = 2.56 


* . : * x 
Qerr = 15.534 - 9.114 PoRR + 7.742 SPeer - 2.728 SPaar + 30.718 RPP 


(3.297) (1.050) (0.941) (18.187) 


- 0.439 PAX + 0.324 OA” - 2.744 FEB 
(0.157) (0.098) (1.189) 


Eye of Round Roast R? = .35, D.W. = 2.12 


* 
~ 1.238 el Peer + 3.160 SF care 1.354 MAR 
(1.689) (0.556) (0.703) 


QeRR = 


Point Sirloin Roast and Steak R? = .35, D.W. = 2.10 


* * 
= 7.803 - 2.378 Posrs + 3.274 SP oSRS e507 SPrpp + 0.213 BA 


(1.614) (1.848) (3.075) (0.102) 


pss 


| % : d * 
-~ 0.191 PA. + 0.089 OA + 2.378 OCT 
(0.091) (0.055) (0.843) 


Prime Rib Roast R? = 45, D.W. = 2.25 


x # a 
= 9.98 - 4.110 Ppa, + 3-974 SPogp - 1.808 SP\, + 0.073 0A 


QoRrR 
(1.411) (0.658) (0.607) (0.055) 


- 0.315 BAaRR - 1.221 JAN 


(0.273) =” 40.673) 
Rump Roast R2 = .4O, D.W. = 2.37 
a a é 680 RPV 
~ }.291 - 10.081 Pp, + 8.026 Pepp + 0-343 SPpp 0.386 BAL, + 2 


Guers 
RR | 
(1.952) (1.956) (0.482) (0.242). © (1.860) 
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Table Dl: (continued) 


Short Rib Roast fe = 49, D.W. = 2.24 


* * 
CESSES ISH) Grey & 19.854 Poses gers cee) Sra. 
(7.161) (6.433) (4.917) (4.360) 


Qt RR R 


6 sp. 017 SP. 079 MAR™ 
#6725 SP.o, = 3.017 SPao, + 3,079 
nCi71) (1.130) (1-422) 


Top Round Roast R? = .49, D.W. = 2.24 
* * 
- 3.175 - 26.343 Prep + 19.854 Paces t 8.240 PeRR - 1.938 SPrep 


QrrR = 
(7.161) (6.433) (4.917) (4.360) 
* * * 
+ 6.725 SPao_ - 3-017 SPogg + 3-079 MAR 
(1.171) (1.130). (1.822) 
ShouidemiRoaste) IR4 Cos DRWe meno) 


* * * 
Qop = 30.079 - 19.154 Pop + 0.187 SPeR - 24.591 SPlop ‘to eere SPep 


(7.043) (6.765) (9.740) (2.060) 


R 


* 
- 0.792 PA + 0.343 0A 
(0; 359) (0.217) 


Porterhouse Steak R? = £37, D.W..= 1.83 


* * . * * 
Qs = - 6.779 - 1.486 Pos + 27593 SP ac - 2.280 SPiis - 0.114 PA 


(0.474) (0.870) (0.896) (0.045) 
* * : 
+ 0.062 0A + 11.702 RPP 
(0.028) (5.361) 
RibpSteake OR eee he De 2810 


* * 
= - .562 + 0.032 Pas + 0.632 SP as * 1. G23 SPopR - 0.481 SP 


(0.381) (0.314) (0.349) (0.263) 


Qrs PS 


- 0.681 SPec + 2.695 RPL 


(0.384) (1.426) 


wells Sys 


Table Dl: (continued) 


2 


Strlotn Steak R° = .34, D.W. = 1.98 
* x * 
the as 21.388 - 4.208 foe 1.247 oes 0.352 PA + 0.176 OA 
(1.140) (0.985) (0.117) (02072) 


os os 
+ 34.300 RPP + 2.560 OCT 
(14.348) (15128) 


Wing Steak R* = .32, D.W. = 2.06 


* * * 
Qs = - 5.82 - 1.495 Puls F557. SPiig - 0.142 PA + 0.063 OA 
(0.492) (0.326) (0.047) (0.029) 


+ 10.839 RPP + 1.339 OCT. 
~ (5.580) (0.453) 


Minced Beef/Chuck/Steak R = .25, D.W. - 1.53 


oS * 
= 27.429 - 5.784 PuBCS + 1.895 SPuacs - 0.593 PA + 0.319 OA 


QuBcs 
(3.887) (1.321) (0.267) | (0.158) 


- 1.759 PAMBCS, 


(1.224) 
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Table D2: Retail Demand Equations for Individual Cuts at Food City 


2 


Bottom Round Roast R° = .50, D.W. = 2.38 
1.482 SP*__ + 1.228 SP 0.567 § 
Qeap ™ °332 + 9-053 Poa, t I. BRR TRR ~ 27297 SPcp 


(0.429) (0.331) (0.456) (0.157) 


* 
+ 0.071 BA - 0.316 FEB 


(0.021) (0.169) 
Cross Rib Roast R? = hee UW = 2) 
. i 1.188 484 Spe. - 0.499 SP__ - 2.266 SP” 
Corn ~ 7 tories: o delde Beppe te 2: CRR “499 SPao - 2. PBRISK 
(0.792) (0.363) — (0.282) (0.860) 


* 
+ 8.421 RPP + 0.057 BA - 0.026 OA. 


(4.790) (0.039) (0.010) 
Eye of Round Roar R? = 4h, O.W. = 2.33 
Q 184 + 0.019 P O86 Sp. =o | SP... + 0.048 BA 6 FEB 
CepR ~ 0-184 + 0.019 Pea, + 0.685 SPERR - 0.353 SPrap + 0. A” - 0.216 FEB 
(0.204) (0.132) (0.099) (0.012) - (0.095) 
Point Sirloin Roast or Steak fone .15, D.W. = 2.41 
Qasrs = ~ 2-973 - 0.282 Phone + 0.731 SPioa. + 3.939 RPP + 0.565 SEP" 


(0.420) (0.461) (2.780) (0.238) 


Prime Rib Roast R? = .67, D.W. = 1.91 


* * 
wie 2.150 + 0.227 PoRR + 0.702 sPoRR + 0.353 Pas + 2.290 RPP - 0.019 OA 


(0.198) (0.152) (0.113) (1.351) = (0.010) 


CoRR 


Rump Roast R? m . 39 OFWs 234 


Qap = 0-723 - 0.338 P2, + 0.49h Seon + 0.111 MAY + 0.193 SEP 
(0.260) (0.107) (0.076) (0.114) 


oA 


Table D2: . (continued) 


Short Rib Roast R? = .65, D.W. = 1.82 
Qoag =~ 0-912 - 0.046 Poa, + 0.229 spear - 0.265 ae + 0.519 SPO. 
(0.138) (0.074) (0.068) (0.049) 

- 0.016 OA” + 1.264 RPP 

- (0.006) (0.859) 
Top Round Roast R* = .50, D.W. = 2.39 
One te ahugsietoMcoeres ne as 1.694 Sp* 663 SP. 
TRR : TRRO coho TRRe oe BRRee ee cr 

(0.585) (0.654) (0.268) (0.182) 
+ 0.083 BA” - 0.365 FEB 
(0.024) (0.198) 

Shoulder Roast R= .86, D.W. = 2.23 


* * 
=v y=) 105377 — 12965 Pop + 6.635 SPop - 6.051 SPER ISK + 14.148 RPP 


Qsr : 
(1.272) (0.408) (1.167) (7.079) 


Porterhouse Steak R? 207-000) Dawe 21.05 


* 
psrs * 9:99 Pee 
(0.120) (0.141) (0.148) (0.227) 


| . . : 
Qo ==) ,051 =90,788 as 0.289 ee 0.394 P 


, v* - 0.161 ocT™ 
Sd ELVIN Sosite 
(0.054) (0.105) (0.104) (0.055) 


* 
+ 0.426 SPic - 0.232 SP 


Rib Steak R= .69, D.W. = 1.84 


* * * 
La! a « e .08 AUG 
1.139 + 0.088 Pas + 0.145 SPes + 0.29? SP oRR + 1.164 RPP + 0.089 


(0.066) (0.057) (0.066) (0.581) (0.046) 


Res 


= | 4:8 


‘lable D2: (continued) 


SH OtreSteaiae he Gee ee eee 9 


* ok * 
= 0.694 - 0.163 Pes + 1.840 SPee + 1.28) SP osRS + 0.400 SEP + 0.382 NOV 


(0.211) (0.228) (0.389) (0.211) (0.183) 


Reg 


Wing Steak R? = .86, D.W. = 2.15 


* * * x 
Qs = 0.708 - 0.421 Pus + 0.714 Posrs + 0.606 SP\ ic ~ 0.336 SPrpp 


(0.087) (0.149) (0.048) (0.105) 


* * * 
+ 0.083 MAY + 0.111 SEP - 1.181 RPP 


(0.036) (0.053) (0.679) 
Minced Beef/Chuck/Round Ré = .25, 0.W. = 2.00 
* *& * 
QuBeR = 3.950 - 1.415 PMBCR + 0.905 SPuBCR - 0.622 SPop + 1.364 SEP 


(0.855) (0.307) (0.355) (0.587) 


